294

295

296

D.4.3.

297

(d) was not formed after Mr Abboud had taken a diligent and intelligent interest in the
information available to him or which he might with fairness have demanded from the

executives or other employees and agents of DSH and the DSH Group.
Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 243 are repeated.

Further, when Mr Abboud made the Directors’ FY14 Implied Representation, he made

statements, or disseminated information, which:
(@ were false in a material particular or materially misleading;
Particulars
Paragraph 239 is repeated.

(b)  were likely to induce, directly or indirectly the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire
shares in DSH: and

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 254(b) are repeated.

(¢)  further, or in the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of mcreasmg,
maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH Shares on the ASX.

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 254(c) are repeated.

Mr Abboud ought reasonably to have known that the Directors’ FY14 Implied Representation
was false in a material particular or materially misleading for the reasons pleaded and
particularised in paragraphs 255 and 259, and because the Directors’ FY14 Implled

Representation was a representation of his own opinion.
In the premises, Mr Abboud contravened s 1041E of the CA.
FY14 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing

Mr Abboud had knowledge of the contents of the FY14 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing.
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300

301

Particulars

The text of the FY14 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing was provided to the Board
of DSH prior to its meeting on 18 August 2014: Board Papers for 18 August 2014.

Mr Abboud authorised the issue and publication of the FY14 ASX Announcement & Results
Briefing.

Particulars
Minutes of meeting of the Board of DSH dated 1 8 August 2014.

Further, the ‘EY2014 Results Briefing’ which formed part of the FY14 ASX Announcement &
Results Briefing was presented by Mr Abboud and Mr Potts.

Mr Abboud’s conduct pleaded in the preceding two paragraphs was misleading or deceptive, or
likely to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of the ASIC Act
and/or s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law because he authorised the issue and publication
of the FY14 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing which was misleading or deceptive, or likely
to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA,s 12DA of the ASIC Act and/or s
18 of the Australian Consumer Law for the reasons pleaded and particularised at paragraph
244 above.

Further, when Mr Abboud authorised the issue and publication, and presented the FY14 ASX
Announcement & Results Briefing, Mr Abboud made statements, or disseminated information,

which:
(a) were false in a material particular or materially misleading;
Particulars
Paragraph 244 is repeated.

(b) were likely to induce, directly or indirectly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire
shares in DSH; and

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 261(b) are repeated.

(c) further, or in the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,
maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH Shares on ASX.

3463-8671-4382v1 135



Particulars

Positive statements made by Mr Abboud in the FY14 ASX Announcement &
Results Briefing that were based on the FY14 Financial Statements and that did
not disclose the matters pleaded in paragraph 244 were likely to have the effect of
increasing, maintaining or stabilising the price of DSH Shares from what they
would otherwise have been had the FY14 Financial Statements been prepared in
compliance with the accounting standards and gave a true and fair view of the
financial position and performance of DSH and the information pleaded at
paragraph 244 been disclosed.

302 When Mr Abboud authorised the issue and publication, and presented the FY14 ASX
Announcement & Results Briefing, Mr Abboud ought reasonably to have known that the
statements, or dissemination of information, were false in a material particular or materially
misleading because they reported the financial results from DSH’s FY14 Financial Statements
which DSH ought to have known were false in a material particular or materially misleading for
the reasons pleaded and particularised in paragraph 255.

303 In the premises, Mr Abboud contravened s 1041E of the CA.
D.4.4. FY15 Financial Statements and DSH’s FY15 Express Representation

304 Mr Abboud had knowledge of the contents of the FY15 Financial Statements and DSH's FY15
Express Representation therein.

Particulars

The FY15 Financial Statements were provided to the Board of DSH prior to its meeting
on 17 August 2015: Board Papers for 17 August 2015.

The FY15 Financial Statements were presented, discussed, and adopted by the Board
of DSH on 17 August 2015: Minutes of meeting of the Board of DSH dated
17 August 2015 at pages 2-3.

The Directors’ Declaration that accompanied the FY15 Financial Statements was signed
by the Chairman of DSH on behalf of Mr Abboud.

305 Mr Abboud authorised the issue and publication of the FY15 Financial Statements and DSH’s
FY15 Express Representation therein.
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308

Particulars
Minutes of meeting of the Board of DSH dated 17 August 2015 at pages 2-3.

The Directors’ Declaration that accompanied the FY15 Financial Statements was signed
by the Chairman of DSH on behalf of Mr Abboud.

Mr Abboud’s conduct pleaded in the preceding paragraph was misleading or deceptive, or likely
to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of the ASIC Act and/or s
18 of the Australian Consumer Law because he authorised the issue and publication of the
FY15 Financial Statements and DSH's FY15 Express Representation therein which were
misleading or deceptive, or likely to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA,
s 12DA of the ASIC Act and/or s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law for the reasons pleaded
and particularised above in sections D.1.5 and D.1.6.

Further, in authorising the issue and publication of the FY15 Financial Statements and DSH'’s
FY15 Express Representation therein, Mr Abboud made statements, or disseminated
information, which:

(a) were false in a material particular or materially misleading;
Particulars
Sections D.1.5 and D.1.6 are repeated.

(b) were likely to induce, directly or indirectly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire
shares in DSH; and

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 254(b) are repeated.

(c) further, or in the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,

maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH Shares on ASX.
Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 264(c) are repeated.

When Mr Abboud authorised the issue and publication of the FY15 Financial Statements and
DSH's FY15 Express Representation therein, he ought reasonably to have known that the
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statements, or dissemination of information, were false in a material particular or materially
misleading for the reasons pleaded above in paragraph 265.

309 In the premises, Mr Abboud contravened s 1041E of the CA.
D.4.5. Directors’ FY15 Implied Representation

310 Mr Abboud's making of the Directors’ FY15 Implied Representation was misleading or
deceptive, or likely to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of the
ASIC Act and/or s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law because the opinion pleaded at
paragraph 105 held by him was not-

(@) held on a reasonable basis and was not the product of the application of reasonable care
and skill by Mr Abboud:;

(b) a matter to which Mr Abboud had turned his mind, having informed himself as to the
financial affairs of the company to the extent necessary to form an opinion as to the truth

and fairness of the accounts;

(c) formed after Mr Abboud had read and understood the financial statements and considered
whether the financial statements were consistent with his knowledge of DSH’s and the
DSH Group’s financial position and financial performance; or

(d) formed after Mr Abboud had taken a diligent and intelligent interest in the information
available to him or which he might with fairmess have demanded from the executives or
other employees and agents of DSH and the DSH Group.

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 269 are repeated.

311 Further, when Mr Abboud made the Directors’ FY15 Implied Representation, he made
statements, or disseminated information, which:

(a) were false in a material particular or materially misleading;
Particulars
Paragraph 310 is repeated.

(b)  were likely to induce, directly or indirectly the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire
shares in DSH; and
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Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 254(b) are repeated.

(c) further, orin the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,

maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH Shares on ASX.
Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 264(c) are repeated.

312 Mr Abboud ought reasonably to have known that the Directors’ FY15 Implied Representation
was false in a material particular or materially misleading for the reasons pleaded and
particularised in paragraphs 265 and 269, and because the Directors’ FY15 Implied

Representation was a representation of his own opinion.
313 | In the premises, Mr Abboud contravened s 1041E of the CA.
D.4.6. FY15 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing
314 Mr Abboud had knowledge of the contents of the FY15 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing.
Particulars

The text of the FY15 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing was provided to the Board
of DSH prior to its meeting on 17 August 2015: Board Papers for 17 August 2015.

315 Mr Abboud authorised the issue and publication of the FY15 ASX Announcement & Results
Briefing.

Particulars
Minutes of meeting of the Board of DSH dated 17 August 2015 at pages 2-3.

316 Further, the ‘FY2015 Results Briefing’ which formed part of the FY15 ASX Announcement &
Results Briefing was presented by Mr Abboud and Mr Potts.

317 Mr Abboud’s conduct pleaded in the preceding two paragraphs was misleading or deceptive, or
likely to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of the ASIC Act
and/or s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law because he authorised the issue and publication
of the FY15 ASX Announcement & Resuilts Briefing which was misleading or deceptive, or likely
to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of the ASIC Act and/or s
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319

18 of the Australian Consumer Law for the reasons pleaded and particularised at paragraph
250 above.

Further, when Mr Abboud authorised the issue and publication, and presented the FY15 ASX
Announcement & Results Briefing, Mr Abboud made statements, or disseminated information,

which:
(@) were false in a material particular or materially misleading;

Particulars

Paragraph 250 is repeated.

(b)  were likely to induce, directly or indirectly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire

shares in DSH; and

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 261 (b) are repeated.

(c) further, or in the alternative fo paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,
maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH Shares on ASX.

Particulars

Positive statements made by Mr Abboud in the FY15 ASX Announcement &
Results Briefing that were based on the FY15 Financial Statements and that did
not disclose the matters pleaded in paragraph 250 were likely to have the effect of
increasing, maintaining or stabilising the price of DSH Shares from what they
would otherwise have been had the FY15 Financial Statements been prepared in
compliance with the accounting standards and gave a true and fair view of the
financial position and performance of DSH and the information pleaded at

paragraph 250 been disclosed.

When Mr Abboud authorised the issue and publication, and presented the FY15 ASX
Announcement & Results Briefing, Mr Abboud ought reasonably to have known that the
statements, or dissemination of information, were false in a material particular or materially
misleading because it reported the financial resuits from’ DSH’s FY15 Financial Statements
which DSH ought to have known were false in a material particular or materially misleading for

the reasons pleaded and particularised in paragraphs 250 and 265.
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320 In the premises, Mr Abboud contravened s 1041E of the CA.

D.5. MR POTTS’ CONTRAVENTIONS

321 WMr Potts:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

authorised the issue and publication of each of the FY14 Financial Statements and FY15
Financial Statements;

made each of the Directors’ FY14 Express Representation, Directors’ FY14 Implied
Representation, Directors’ FY15 Express Representation and Directors’ FY15 Implied

Representation;

caused each of the FY14 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing and FY15 ASX
Announcement & Results Briefing to be issued and published,; and

presented the Results Briefings forming part of the FY14 ASX Announcement & Results
Briefing and FY15 ASX Announcement & Results.

322 By reason of his conduct pleaded in the preceding paragraph, Mr Potts, on each of those

occasions, engaged in conduct:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

D.5.1.

in relation to an offer of securities under a disclosure document, within the meaning of
Chapter 6D of the CA,

in relation to a financial product or a financial service within the meaning of Part 7.1 of the
CA;

in trade or commerce in relation to financial services within the meaning of s 12DA of the
ASIC Act; and/or

in trade or commerce within the meaning of s 4 of the Australian Consumer Law.

FY14 Financial Statements and DSH’s FY14 Express Representation

323 Mr Potts had knowledge of the contents of the FY14 Financial Statements and DSH's FY14

Express Representation therein.

Particulars

The FY14 Financial Statements were provided to the Board of DSH prior to its meeting
on 18 August 2014: Board Papers for 18 August 2014.
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The FY14 Financial Statements were presented, discussed, and adopted by the Board
of DSH on 18 August 2014: Minutes of meeting of the Board of DSH dated '
18 August 2014.

The Directors’ Declaration that accompanied the FY14 Financial Statements was signed
by the Chairman of DSH on behalf of Mr Potts.

324 Mr Potts authorised the is_sue and publication of the FY14 Financial Statements and DSH's

FY14 Express Representation therein.

Particulars
Minutes of meeting of the Board of DSH dated 18 August 2014.

The Directors’ Declaration that accompanied the FY14 Financial Statements was signed
by the Chairman of DSH on behalf of Mr Potts.

325 Mr Potts’ conduct pleaded in the preceding paragraph was misleading or deceptive, or likely to
mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of the ASIC Act and/or s 18
of the Australian Consumer Law because he authorised the issue and publication of the FY14
Financial Statements and DSH's FY14 Express Representation therein which were misleading
or deceptive or likely to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of
the ASIC Act and/or s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law for the reasons pleaded and

particularised above in sections D.1.2 and D.1.3.

326 Further, in authorising the issue and publication of the FY14 Financial Statements and DSH's
FY14 Express Representation therein, Mr Potts made statements, or disseminated information,

which:
(@) were false in a material particular or hwaterially misleading;
Particulars
Sections D.1.2 and D.1.3 are repeated.

(b) were likely to induce, directly or indirectly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire
shares in DSH; and

Particulars

The particulars at paragraph 254(b) are repeated.
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(c) further, orin the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,
maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH Shares on ASX.

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 254(c) are repeated.

327 When Mr Potts authorised the issue and publication of the FY14 Financial Statements and
DSH's FY14 Express Representation therein, he ought reasonably to have known that the
statements, or dissemination of i‘nformation, were false in a material particular or materially

misleading for the reasons pleaded and particularised above in paragraph 255.
328 In the premises, Mr Potts contravened s 1041E of the CA.
D.5.2. Directors’ FY14 Implied Representation

329 Mr Potts’ making of the Directors’ FY14 implied Representation was misleading or deceptive,
or likely to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of the ASIC Act
and/or s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law because the opinion pleaded at paragraph 92 held
by him:

(a) was not held on a reasonable basis and was not the product of the application of

reasonable care and skill by Mr Potts;

(b) was not a matter to which Mr Potts had turned his mind, having informed himself as to the
financial affairs of the company to the extent necessary to form an opinion as to the truth
and fairness of the accounts;

(c) was not formed after Mr Potts had read and understood the financial statements and
considered whether the financial statements were consistent with his knowledge of DSH's
and the DSH Group’s financial position and financial performance; or

(d) was not formed after Mr Potts had taken a diligent and intelligent interest in the information
available to him or which he might with fairness have demanded from the executives or
other employees and agents of DSH and the DSH Group.

Particulars

The particulars at paragraph 243 are repeated.
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330 Further, when Mr Potts made the Directors’ FY14 Implied Representation, he made statements,

or disseminated information, which:
(@ were false in a material particular or materially misleading;
Particulars
Paragraph 239 is repeated.

(b)  were likely to induce, directly or indirectly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire
shares in DSH; and

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 254(b) are repeated.

(c) further, or in the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,
maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH Shares on ASX.

_ Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 254(c) are repeated.

331 Mr Potts ought reasonably to have known that the Directors’ FY14 Implied Representation was
false in a material particular or materially misleading for the reasons pleaded and particularised
in paragraphs 255 and 259, and because the Directors’ FY14 Implied Representation was a

representation of his own opinion.
332 In the premises, Mr Potts contravened s 1041E of the CA.
D.5.3. FY14 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing
333 Mr Potts had kﬁowledge of the contents of the FY14 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing.
Particulars

- The text of the FY14 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing was provided to the Board
of DSH prior to its meeting on 18 August 2014: Board Papers for 18 August 2014.

334 Mr Potts authorised the issue and publication of the FY14 ASX Announcement & Results
Briefing.
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Particulars
Minutes of meeting of the Board of DSH dated 18 August 2014.

335 Further, the ‘FY2014 Results Briefing’ which formed part of the FY14 ASX Announcement &
Results Briefing was presented by Mr Abboud and Mr Potts.

336 Mr Potts’ conduct pleaded in the preceding two paragraphs was misleading or deceptive, or
likely to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of the ASIC Act
and/or s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law because he authorised the issue and publication
of the EY14 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing which was misleading or deceptive, or likely
to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041 H of the CA, s 12DA of the ASIC Act and/or s
18 of the Australian Consumer Law for the reasons pleaded and particularised in paragraph
244 above. ’

337 Further, when Mr Potts authorised the issue and publication, and presented the FY14 ASX
Announcement & Results Briefing, Mr Potts made statements, or disseminated information,

which:
(@) were félse in a material particular or materially misleading;
Particulars
Paragraph 244 above is repeated.

(b) were likely to induce, directly or indirectly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire
shares in DSH; and

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 261(b) are repeated.

(c) - further, or in the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,
maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH Shares on ASX.

Particulars

Positive statements made by Mr Potts in the FY14 ASX Announcement & Results
Briefing that were based on the FY14 Financial Statements and that did not
disclose the matters pleaded in paragraph 244 were likely to have the effect of
increasing, maintaining or stabilising the price of DSH Shares from what they
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would otherwise have been had the FY14 Financial Statements been prepared in
compliance with the accounting standards and gave a frue and fair view of the
financial position and performance of DSH and the information pleaded at

paragraph 244 been disclosed.

338 When Mr Potts authorised the issue and publication, and presented the FY14 ASX
Announcement & Results Briefing, Mr Potts ought reasonably to have known that the
statements, or dissemination of information, were false in a material particular or materially
misleading because it reported the financial results from DSH’s FY14 Financial Statements
which DSH ought to have known were false in a material particular or materially misleading for

the reasons pleaded and particularised in paragraph 255.
339 In the premises, Mr Potts contravened s 1041E of the CA.
D.5.4. FY15 Financial Statements and DSH’s FY15 Express Representation

340 Mr Potts had knowledge of the contents of the FY15 Financial Statements and DSH’s FY15

Express Representation therein.

Particulars

The FY15 Financial Statements were provided to the Board of DSH prior to its meeting
on 17 August 2015: Board Papers for 17 August 2015.

The FY15 Financial Statements were presented, discussed, and adopted by the Board
of DSH on 17 August 2015: Minutes of meeting of the Board of DSH dated
17 August 2015 at pages 2-3.

The Directors’ Declaration that accompanied the FY15 Financial Statements was signed

by the Chairman of DSH on behalf of Mr Potts.

341 Mr Potts authorised the issue and publication of the FY15 Financial Statements and DSH's

FY15 Express Representation therein.
Particulars
Minutes of meeting of the Board of DSH dated 17 August 2015 at pages 2-3.

The Directors’ Declaration that accompanied the FY15 Financial Statements was signed

by the Chairman of DSH on behalf of Mr Potts.
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343

344

345

Mr Potts’ conduct pleaded in the preceding paragraph was misleading or deceptive, or likely to
mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of the ASIC Act and/or s 18
of the Australian Consumer Law because he authorised the issue and publication of the FY15
Financial Statements and DSH’s FY15 Express Representation therein which were misleading
or deceptive, or likely to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of
the ASIC Act énd/or s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law for the reasons pleaded and
particularised above in sections D.1.5 and D.1.6.

Further, in authorising the issue and publication of the FY15 Financial Statements and DSH's
FY15 Express Representation therein, Mr Potts made statements, or disseminated information,

which:
(a) were false in a material particular or materially misleading;
Particulars
Sections D.1.5 and D.1.6 are repeated.

(b) were likely to induce, directly or indirectly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire
shares in DSH; and

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 254(b) are repeated.

(c) further, or in the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,
maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH Shares on ASX.

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 264(c) are repeated.

When Mr Potts authorised the issue and publication of the FY15 Financial Statements and
DSH’s FY15 Express Representation therein, he ought reasonably to have known that the

" statements, or dissemination of information, were false in a material particular or materially

misleading for the reasons pleaded above in paragraph 265.

In the premises, Mr Potts contravened s 1041E of the CA.
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D.5.5.

Directors’ FY15 Implied Representation

346 Mr Potts’ making of the Directors’ FY15 Implied Representation was misleading or deceptive,
or likely to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of the ASIC Act
and/or s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law because the opinion pleaded at paragraph 105

347

held by him was not:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

held on a reasonable basis and was not the product of the applibation of reasonable care
and skill by Mr Potts;

a matter to which Mr Potts had turned his mind, having informed himself as to the financial
affairs of the company to the extent necessary to form an opinion as to the truth and

fairness of the accounts;

formed after Mr Potts had read and understood the financial statements and considered
whether the financial statements were consistent with his knowledge of DSH’s and DSH

the Group’s financial position and financial performance; or

formed after Mr Potts had taken a diligent and intelligent interest in the information
available to him or which he might with fairness have demanded from the executives or
other employees and agents of DSH and the DSH Group.

Particulars

The particulars at paragraph 269 are repeated.

Further, when Mr Potts made the Directors’ FY15 Implied Representation, he made statements,

or disseminated information, which:

(@)

(b)

were false in a material particular or materially misleading;
Particulars
Paragraph 346 is repeated.

were likely to induce, directly or indirectly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire
shares in DSH; and

Particulars

The particulars at paragraph 254(b) are repeated.
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349

D.5.6.

350

351

352

353

(c) further, or in the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,
maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH Shares on ASX.

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 264(c) are repeated.

Mr Potts ought reasonably to have known that the Directors’ FY15 Implied Representation was
false in a material particular or materially misleading for the reasons pleaded and particularised
in paragraphs 265 and 269, and because the Directors’ FY15 Implied Representation was a

representation of his own opinion.
In the premises, Mr Potts contravened s 1041E of the CA.
FY15 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing
Mr Potts had knowledge of the contents of the FY15 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing. .
Particulars

The text of the FY15 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing was provided to the Board
of DSH prior to its meeting on 17 August 2015: Board Papers for 17 August 2015.

Mr Poits authorised the issue and publication of the FY15 ASX Announcement & Results
Briefing.

Particulars
Minutes of meeting of the Board of DSH dated 17 August 2015 at pages 2-3.

Further, the ‘FY2015 Results Briefing’ which formed part of the FY15 ASX Announcement &
Results Briefing was presented by Mr Abboud and Mr Potts.

Mr Potts’ conduct pleaded in the preceding two paragraphs was misleading or deceptive, or
likely to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the CA, s 12DA of the ASIC Act
and/or s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law because he authorised the issue and publication
of the FY15 ASX Announcement & Results Briefing which was misleading or deceptive, or likely
to mislead or deceive, in contravention of s 1041H of the‘CA . s 12DA of the ASIC Act and/or s
18 of the Australian Consumer Law for the reasons pleaded and particularised in paragraph
250 above. '
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354 Further, when Mr Potts authorised the issue and publication, and presented the FY15 ASX

355

356

Announcement & Results Briefing, Mr Potts made statements, or disseminated information,

which:
(@ were false in a material particular or materially misleading;

Particulars
Paragraph 250 above is repeated.

(b)  were likely to induce, directly or indiréctly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire

shares in DSH: and

Particulars
The particulars at paragraph 261(b) are repeated.

(c) further, orin the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,
maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH Shares on ASX.

Particulars

Positive statements made by Mr Potts in the FY15 ASX Announcement & Results
Briefing that were based on the FY15 Financial Statements and that did not
disclose the matters pleaded in paragraph 250 were likely to have the effect of
increasing, maintaining or stabilising the price of DSH Shares from what they
would otherwise have been had the FY15 Financial Statements been prepared in
compliance with the accounting standards and gave a true and fair view of the
financial position and performance of DSH and the information pleaded at

paragraph 250 been disclosed.

When Mr Potts authorised the issue and publication, and presented the FY15 ASX
Announcement & Results Briefing, Mr Potts ought reasonably to have known that the
statements, or dissemination of information, were false in a material particular or materially
misleading because it reported the financial results from DSH’s FY15 Financial Statements
which DSH ought to have known were false in a material particular or materially misleading for

the reasons pleaded and particularised in paragraphs 250 and 265.

In the premises, Mr Potts contravened s 1041E of the CA.
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CAUSATION, LOSS AND DAMAGE

357 The plaintiffs and Group Members acquired interests in DSH Shares.

Particulars

With respect to the plaintiffs, paragraphs 38 and 39 are repeated.

358 The plaintiffs and Group Members acquired their interests in DSH Shares in a market:

(a)
(b)
(c)

(d)

(e)

regulated by ss 728 and 729 of the CA;
regulated by the ASX Listing Rules and s 674 of the CA;
regulated by ss 1041E and 1041H of the CA;

where the price or value of DSH Shares would reasonably be expected to have been
informed or affected by information disclosed in accordance with the ASX Listing Rules
and ss 674, 728, 1041E and 1041H of the CA; and

where matters pleaded and particularised in sections C.2 to C.9 had not been disclosed,
each of which a reasonable person would expect, had it been disclosed, would have had
a material effect on the price or value of DSH Shares.

359 But for the conduct pleaded in sections B.1, C.2, C.4, C.5 and C.6 and the contraventions

pleaded above in sections D.1.1 and D.2.1:

(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)

the Prospectus would not have been issued,;
DSH would not have made the offer to subscribe for shares to the public;

the DSH IPO would not have proceeded and DSH would not have been listed or quoted
on ASX; and '

in the premises, the plaintiffs and Group Members would not have acquired interests in
DSH Shares.

Particulars

Report of Rowan Johnston dated 30 October 2018.

360 Further, or in the alternative, had the shares in DSH been listed and quoted:
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361

362

(@) the contraventions of the CA (or any one or a combination of them) pleaded above caused
the shares acquired on the DSH IPO to be acquired at a price substantially greater than:

(i)  their true value: or
(i) the market price that would have prevailed but for the pleaded contraventions; and

(b)  from the moment of quotation, the contraventions of the CA (or any one or a combination
of them) pleaded above caused the market price of the DSH Shares traded on ASX to be

substantially greater than:

(iiiy  their true value; or

(iv)  the market price that would have prevailed but for the pleaded contraventions.
Particulars

Report of Frank Torchio, dated 31 October 2018.

Report of Michael Potter, dated 29 October 2018.

Further, or in the alternative, after 19 February 2014, the contraventions of the CA (or any one
or a combination of them) pleaded above caused the market price of the DSH Shares traded

on ASX to be substantially greater than:
(@) their true value; or
(b)  the market price that would have prevailed but for the pleaded contraventions.
Particulars
Report of Frank Torchio, dated 31 October 2018.
Report of Michael Potter, dated 29 October 2018,

The plaintiffs and Group Members would not have purchased DSH Shares at the prevailing
market price at the time of purchase if they had been aware of the pleaded contraventions of
the CA.

Particulars

Further particulars will be supplied following procedural directions as to the order of

determination of the issues in these proceedings
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363

364

365

in the alternative, in the absence of the contraventions of the CA (or any one or a combination
of them) pleaded above, the plaintiffs and Group Members would not have suffered loss by
reason of their purchase of DSH Shares at a price substantially greater than:

(a) their true value; or
(b) the market price that would have prevailed but for the pleaded contraventions.
Particulars
Report of Frank Torchio, dated 31 October 2018.
Report of Michael Potter, dated 29 October 2018.

The misleading statements and information conveyed through the Prospectus and each of the
FY14 Financial Statements and FY15 Financial Statements were not corrected by the
publication by DSH of its results for the half year 2014 or the half year 2015.

The plaintiffs and Group Members have suffered loss and damage by, or which resulted from,

the pleaded contraventions (or any one or combination of the contraventions).
Particulars
The loss suffered by the plaintiffs and Group Members is:

e to be determined at the trial of these proceedings on behalf of the plaintiffs and
all Group Members on a no-transaction basis, for the reasons pleaded at
paragraph 359 above, on the basis that DSH would not have been listed on the
ASX and therefore none of the plaintiffs or Group Members would ever have
acquired an interest in DSH Shares in which case the plainitffs and Group
Members’ damages should be determined as the difference between the price at
which they acquired their interest in DSH Shares plus the amount paid for any
brokerage or transaction costs and any value obtained from the sale of that

interest, taking into accounts any benefit received via dividentds; or

e on the basis that the contraventions beginning with the publication of the
Prospectus were continuing and caused or contributed to the share price of DSH
to be artificially inflated, in which case the plaintiffs’ and Group Members’
damages should be determined as:
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o the difference between the price at which they acquired their interest in
DSH Shares and the true value of that interest (the difference will be
proved in the evidence), making allowance for any sales of interests in
DSH Shares; or

o the difference between the price at which they acquired their interest in
DSH Shares and the market price that would have prevailed but for the
pleaded contraventions (that difference will be proved in the evidence),

' making allowance for any sales of interests in DSH Shares.

366 The plaintiffs and Group Members claim the relief set out in this statement of claim.
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368

369

370

371

372

373

374

375

[Not used / moved]
[Not used / moved]
[Not used / moved]
[Not used / moved]
[Not used / moved]
[Not used / moved]
[Not used / moved]
[Not used / moved]

[Not used / moved]
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CLAIM AGAINST DELOITTE

F.1. BACKGROUND

376 On or about 3 December 2012, Deloitte was retained by DSSH (then known as Dick Smith
Holdings Pty Limited), to audit DSSH's financial report for the 10-month period ended 30 June
2013 (the FY13 Retainer).

Particulars
The FY13 Retainer was in writing and was comprised of'

(@) the letter of engagement dated 3 December 2012 from Deloitte, and signed by Mr
White on behalf of Deloitte, to the Board of Directors of DSSH, care of Tim Fawaz
(the FY13 Engagement Letter) (DEL.002.001.0143); and

(b)  Deloitte’s Standard Terms and Conditions.

377 Itwas aterm of the FY13 Retainer that, in performing the audit of the FY 13 Financial Statements
(the FY13 Audit), Deloitte would:

(@)

(b)

()

conduct its audit pursuant to the CA;

conduct its audit in accordance with the applicable auditing standards (the Auditing
Standards);

perform procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures in

DSSH's financial report;

evaluate the appropriateness of DSSH’s accounting policies;

evaluate the reasonableness of accounting estimates made by DSSH's management;
evaluate the overall presentation of DSSH’s financial report;

communicate with DSSH in writing concerning any significant deficiencies in internal
control relevant to the audit of DSSH’s financial report that Deloitte identified during the

audit;

express an opinion on DSSH's financial report and report to the members of DSSH in the
format outlined in the example Independent Auditor's Report as per Appendix A to the

FY13 Engagement Letter.
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Particulars
FY13 Engagement Letter, pages 1 and 2.

378 Mr White was the lead audit partner for the FY13 Audit.

Particulars

FY13 Ehgagement Letter was signed by Mr White at page 4. Working paper 2302 “Dick
Smith — Board report template RELEASE” (FY13 Board Report) (DEL.002.001.1211)
was signed by Mr White as “Lead Audit Partner” at page 2.

379 On or about 13 December 2013, Deloitte was retained by DSH to audit the FY14 Financial
Statements (the FY14 Retainer).

Particulars
The FY14 Retainer was in writing and was comprised of:

(a) the letter of engagement dated 13 December 2013 from Deloitte and signed by Mr
White on behalf of Deloitte to Bill Wavish of DSH (the FY14 EngagementvLetter)
(DSE.300.001.5768); and '

(b) Deloitte’s Standard Terms and Conditions.

380 |twas aterm of the FY 14 Retainer that, in performing the audit of the FY14 Financial Statements
(the FY14 Audit), Deloitte would: ‘

(@)  conduct its audit pursuant to the CA,
(b) conduct its audit in accordance with the Auditing Standards;

(c) perform procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures in the
FY14 Financial Statements;

(d) evaluate the appropriateness of DSH's accounting policies;
(e) evaluate the reasonableness of accounting estimates made by DSH's management;
(f) evaluate the overall presentation of the FY14 Financial Statements;

(g) communicate with DSH in writing concerning any significant deficiencies in internal control
relevant to the audit of the FY14 Financial Statements that Deloitte identified during the

audit;
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(h)  express an opinion on the FY14 Financial Statements and report to the members of DSH
in the format outlined in the example Independent Auditor's Report as per Appendix A to
the FY14 Engagement Letter.

Particulars

FY14 Engagement Letter, page 2.

381 Mr White was the lead audit partner for the FY14 Audit.

Particulars

FY14 Engagement Letter was signed by Mr White at page 5. Report by Deloitte entitled
‘Report to the Finance and Audit Committee for the year ended 29 June 2014” and dated
6 August 2014 (FY14 FAC Report) (DSE.003.047.721 8) was signed by Mr White as
‘Lead Audit Partner” at page 2.

382 On or about 13 November 2014, Deloitte was retained by DSH to audit the FY15 Financial
Statements (the FY15 Retainer).

Particulars
The FY15 Retainer was in writing and was comprised of-

(@) the letter of engagement dated 13 November 2014 from Deloitte and signed by Mr
White on behalf of Deloitte to Bill Wavish of DSH (the FY15 Engagement Letter)
(DSE.002.011.1055); and

(b)  Deloitte’s Standard Terms and Conditions.

383 Iltwasatermofthe FY15 Retainer that, in performing the audit of the FY15 Financial Statements
(FY15 Audit), Deloitte would:

(@) conduct its audit pursuant to the CA:
(b)  conduct its audit in accordance with the Auditing Standards;

(c)  perform procedures to obtain audit evidence about the amounts and disclosures in the

FY15 Financial Statements;
(d) evaluate the appropriateness of DSH’s accounting policies;
(e) evéluate the reasonableness of accounting estimates made by DSH’s management;
(f)  evaluate the overall presentation of the FY15 Financial Statements;
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384

385

386

F.2.

387

(g) communicate with DSH in writing concerning any significant deficiencies in internal control
relevant to the audit of the FY15 Financial Statements that Deloitte identified during the
audit;

(h) express an opinion on the FY15 Financial Statements and report to the members of DSH
in the format outlined in the example Independent Auditor's Report as per Appendix A to
the FY15 Engagement Letter.

Particulars

FY15 Engagement Letter, page 2.

Mr White was the lead audit partner for the FY15 Audit.
Particulars
FY15 Engagement Letter was signed by Mr White at page 5. Report by Deloitte entitled
“Report to the Finance and Audit Committee for the year ended 28 June 2015” and dated

6 August 2015 (FY15 FAC Report) (DSE.003.035.7799) was signed by Mr White as
“| ead Audit Partner” on page 2.

It was a term of each- of the FY13 Retainer, the FY14 Retainer and the FY15 Retainer that
" Deloitte would exercise reasonable skill, care and diligence in the performance of services as
auditor, including in performing (respectively) the FY13 Audit, the FY14 Audit and the FY15
Audit.

Particulars

Clause 3.1 of the Deloitte’s Standard Terms and Conditions (DSE.300.001.2024).

DSSH (in FY13) and DSH (in FY14 and FY15) appointed Deloitte as its auditor for the purposes
of CA, Chapter 2M, Division 6 and in compliance with its obligations under s 301 of the CA.

ACCOUNTING AND AUDITING FRAMEWORK

Deloitte was required by s 307A of the CA to conduct the FY13 Audit, the FY14 Audit and the
EY15 Audit in accordance with the Auditing Standards in force under s 336 of the CA, including:

(@) Auditing Standard ASA 200 Overall Objectives of the Independent Auditor and the
Conduct of an Audit in Accordance with Australian Auditing Standards (ASA 200);

(b) Auditing Standard ASA 210 Agreeing the Terms of Audit Engagements (ASA 210);
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{ba)

ASA 220 Quality Control for an Audit of a Financial Report and Other Historical Financial

(bl

information (ASA 220\

ASA 230 Audit Documentation (ABA 236)

(d)

{¢la)

Auditing Standard ASA 240 The Auditor’s Responsibilities Relating to Fraud in an Audlit
of a Financial Report (ASA 240):

Auditing Standard ASA 260 Communication with Those Charged with Governance (ASA
260);

ASA 265 Communicating Deficiencies in Internal Control fo Those Charged with

{cl

Governance and Management (ASA 288);

ABA 300 Planning an Audit of a Financial Report (ASA 200):

(e)

{ia)

Auditing Standard ASA 315 Identifying and Assessing the Risks of Material Misstatement
through Understanding the Entity and Its Environment (ASA 315);

Auditing Standard ASA 320 Materiality in Planning and Performing an Audit (ASA 320);
Auditing Standard ASA 330 The Auditor's Responses to Assessed Risks (ASA 330);

Auditing Standard ASA 450 Evaluation of Misstatements Identified during the Audit (ASA
450),

Auditing Standard ASA 500 Audit Evidence (ASA 500);

ASA B0 Audit Evidence — Specific Considerations for In ventory and Seqment information

(ib}

(ASA 501);

ASA 810 Initial Audit Engagements—Opening Balances {ABA B10)

()
(k)

(ka)

Auditing Standard ASA 530 Audit Sampling (ASA 530);

Auditing Standard 540 Auditing Accounting Estimates, Including Fair Value Accounting
Estimates, and Related Disclosures (ASA 540);

(kb}

ASA E60 Subsequent Events (ASA 860);

ASA B70 Gaing Concermn (ASA 870)
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388

389

390

V)

(m)

Auditing Standard ASA 700 Forming an Opinion and Reporting on a Financial Report
(ASA 700); and

Auditing Standard ASA 705 Modifications to the Opinion in the Independent Auditor's
Report (ASA 705).

In conducting the FY13 Audit, the FY14 Audit and the FY15 Audit, Deloitte was required by
s 307 of the CA to form an opinion about, inter alia:

(a)

(b)

(c)

whether the full year financial statements were in accordance with the CA, including s 296

(compliance with accounting standards) and s 297 (true and fair view);

whether Deloitte had been given all information, explanation and assistance necessary
for the conduct of the relevant audit; and

whether DSH had kept financial records sufficient to enable the full year financial
statements to be prepared and audited.

In conducting the FY 13 Audit, the FY14 Audit and the FY15 Audit, pursuant to s 308 of the CA:

(a)

(b)

(c)

Deloitte was required to report to the members of DSSH and DSH on whether Deloitte
was of the opinion that the full year financial statements were in accordance with the CA,
including s 296 (compliance with accounting standards) and s 297 (true and fair view)

and, if not of such opinion, to say why;

if Deloitte was of the opinion that the full year financial statements did not comply with an
accounting standard, Deloitte’s report was required, to the extent practicable to do so, to
quantify the effect that non-compliance had on the full year financial statements, and if
not practicable to quantify the effect fully, to say why; and

Deloitte was required in its report to describe any defect or irregularity in the full year
financial statements, and any deficiency, failure or shortcoming in respect of the matters

referred to above.

In conducting the FY13 Audit, the FY 14 Audit and the FY15 Audit, Pursuant to s 310 of the CA
Deloitte:

(a)

had a right of access at all reasonable times to the books of DSSH and DSH; and
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(b)

could require any officer of DSSH and DSH to give Deloitte information, explanations or
other assistance for the purposes of the FY13 Audit, the FY14 Audit or the FY15 Audit,

so long as such request was reasonable.

391 Mr White was obliged, pursuant to s 307A(2) of the CA, to ensure that the audit for each of
FY13, FY14 and FY15 was conducted in accordance with the auditing standards.

F.3. AUDITING STANDARDS

F.3.1.

ASA 200

392 In complying with ASA 200, Deloitte was required:

(@)

(d)

as the basis for Deloitte’s opinion, to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial
report as a whole was free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error;

Particulars
ASA 200, paragraph 5.

in obtaining reasonable assurance, to obtain a high level of assurance by obtaining sufficient
appropriate audit evidence to reduce audit risk (that is, the risk that Deloitte express an
inappropriate opinion when the financial report was materially misstated) to an acceptably low

fevel;
Particulars
ASA 200, paragraph 5.

to exercise professional judgment and maintain professional scepticism, being an attitude that
includes a questioning mind, being alert to conditions which may indicate possible
misstatement due to error or fraud, and a critical assessment of the audit evidence, throughout

the planning and performance of the audits;
Particulars
ASA 200, paragraphs 7 and 13()).

to form an opinion on the financial report based on conclusions drawn from the audit evidence
obtained, with the form of opinion expressed depending upon the applicable financial

reporting framework and any applicable law or regulation:
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F.3.2.

()

()

(9)

(h)

Particulars
ASA 200, paragraphs 7 and 8.

to have the overall objectives of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the financial
report as a whole was free from material misstatemenft, whether due to fraud or error, thereby
enabling Deloitte to express an opinion on whether the financial report was prepared, in all
material respects, in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework, and to -
report on the financial report, and communicate as required by the Auditing Standards, in
accordance with Deloitte’s findings;

Particulars
ASA 200, paragraph 11.

to plan and perform the audit with professional scepticism recognising that circumstances

may exist that cause the financial report to be materially misstated,;
Particulars
ASA 200, paragraphs 15, A18-A22.

in obtaining reasonable assurance, to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence to reduce
audit risk to an acceptably low level and thereby enable Deloitte to draw reasonable

conclusions on which to base Deloitte’s opinion; and
Particulars

ASA 200, paragraph 17.

to comply with all Auditing Standards relevant to the audit.
Particulars

ASA 200, paragraphs 18-20.

ASA 210

393 In complying with ASA 210, Deloitte was required to determine whether the financial reporting

framework to be applied in the preparation of the financiél report was acceptable.

Particulars
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F.3.3.

ASA 210, paragraph 6.

ASA 240

394 In complying with ASA 240, irrespective of Deloitte’s assessment of the risks of management
override of controls, Deloitte was required to test the appropriateness of journal entries recorded

in the general ledger, and in designing and performing audit procedures for such tests to:

(a)

(b)

make enquiries of individuals involved in the financial reporting process about
inappropriate or unusual activity relating to the processing of journal entries and other

adjustments;

select journal entries and other adjustments made at the end of a reporting period; and

consider the need to test journal entries and other adjustments throughout the period.
Particulars

ASA 240, paragraph 32, A41-A44.

F.3.4. ASA 260

395 In complying with ASA 260, Deloitte:

(@)

was required to communicate with those charged with governance Deloitte’s views about
significant qualitative aspects of DSSH's and DSH's accounting practices, significant
difficulties, if any, encountered during the audit, significant matters, if any, arising from the
audit that were discussed or subject to correspondence with management and written
representations requested by Deloitte, and other matters, if any, arising from the audit
that, in Deloitte’s professional judgment, were significant to the oversight of the financial

reporting process;
Particulars
ASA 260, paragraph 16.

may have discussed matters with DSSH and DSH management in the ordinary course of
the audits, including matters required by ASA 260 to be communicated with those charged

with governance; and

Particulars
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ASA 260, paragraph A32.

before communicating matters with those charged with governance, may have discussed
them with management of DSSH and DSH, unless that was inappropriate; with such initial
discussions clarifying facts and issues and giving management an opportunity to provide
further information and explanations.

Particulars

ASA 260, paragraph A33.

306 At all relevant times, ASA 260 provided that, if the auditor encounters significant difficulties,

including but not limited to the matters at ASA 260 paragraph A18, in some circumstances such

difficulties may constitute a scope limitation that leads to a modification of the auditor’s opinion.

F.3.5.

Particulars

ASA 260, paragraph A18.

ASA 315

397 In complying with ASA 315, Deloitte was required to:

(a)

perform risk assessment procedures to provide a basis for the identification and

assessment of risks of material misstatement at the financial report and assertion levels;
Particulars
ASA 315, paragraph 5.

include, as part of the risk assessment procedures, enquiries of management and of
others within DSSH and DSH who in Deloitte’s judgment may have information that was
likely to assist in identifying risks of material misstatement due to fraud or error, analytical
procedures, and observation and inspection;

Particulars

ASA 315, paragraph 6; paragraphs A6-A11 (FY13 Audit and FY14 Audit), paragraphs A6-
A18 (FY15 Audit).
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(c)  where Deloitte intended to use information obtained from Deloitte’s previous experience
with DSSH and DSH, determine whether changes have occurred since the previous audit

that may affect its relevance to the current audit;

Particulars

ASA 315, paragraph 9.

(d) obtain an understanding of DSSH’s and DSH's selection and application of accounting
policies, including the reasons for changes thereto, and evaluate whether DSSH’s and
DSH’s accounting policies were appropriate for its business and consistent with the
applicable financial reporting framework and accounting policies used in the relevant

industry;
Particulars
ASA 315, paragraph 11(c).

(e) obtain an understanding of internal controls relevant to the audit, and evaluate the design
of those controls and determine whether they had been implemented, by performing
procedures in addition to enquiry of DSSH’s and DSH'’s personnel; and

Particulars
ASA 315, paragraphs 12-14, 18, and 20-22.

(f)  identify and assess the risks of material misstatement at the financial report level and the
assertion level for classes of transactions, account balances and disclosures, in order to

provide a basis for designing and performing further audit procedures.
Particulars
ASA 315, paragraphs 25-26.

398 In complying with ASA 315, when performing the FY14 and FY15 Audit, Deloitte was required
to consider whether information obtained was relevant to identifying risks of material

misstatement.

Particulars

ASA 315, paragraph 8.
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The fourth defendant was the engagement partner for the review of DSH’s half-year
financial report for the 26 weeks ended 29 December 2013.

F.3.6. ASA320
399 At all material times, ASA 320 provided that:

(@) the auditor's deteremination of materiality is a matter of professional judgment and is
affected by the auditor's perception of the financial information needs of users of the
financial report, and it was reasonable for the auditor to assume that users make

reasonable economic decisions on the basis of the information in the financial report;

(b) performance rhateriality means the amount or amounts set by the auditor at less than
materiality for the financial report as a whole to reduce to an appropriately low level the
probability that the aggregate of uncorrected and undetected misstatements exceeds
materiality for the financial report as a whole; and

(c) if applicable, performance materiality also refers to the amount or amounts set by the
auditor at less than the materiality level or levels for particular classes of transactions,

account balances or disclosures.
Particulars
ASA 320, paragraphs 4 and 9.
400 In complying with ASA 320, Deloitte was required:

(a) to have the objective of applying the concept of materiality appropriately in planning and
performing the audit;

Particulars
ASA 320, paragraph 8.

(b) when establishing the overall audit strategy, to determine materiality for the financial
report as a whole; '

Particulars

ASA 320, paragraph 10.
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(c) if applying a benchmark as a starting point in determining materiality for the financial report
as a whole, to consider the nature of DSSH and DSH, where DSSH and DSH were in their
life cycles and the industry and economic environment in which DSSH and DSH operated;

Particulars
ASA 320, paragraph A3.

(d) when applying a percentage to a chosen benchmark, take account of the relationship
between the percentage and the chosen benchmark, such that a percentage applied to
profit before tax from continuing operations will normally be higher than a percentage

applied to total revenue;
Particulars
ASA 320, paragraph A7.

(e) if, in the specific circumstances of DSSH and DSH, there were one or more particular
classes of transactions, account balances or disclosures for which misstatements of
lesser amounts than materiality for the financial report as a whole could reasonably be
expected to influence the economic decisions of users taken on the basis of the financial
report, to also determine the materiality level or levels to be applied to those particular

classes of transactions, account balances or disclosures;
Particulars
ASA 320, paragraph 10.

()  to determine performance materiality for purposes of assessing the risks of material
misstatement and determining the nature, timing and extent of further audit procedures;

Particulars
ASA 320, paragraph 11.

(9) to revise materiality for the financial report as a whole (and, if applicable, the materiality
level or levels for particular classes of transactions, account balances or disclosures) in
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F.3.7.

the event of becoming aware of information during the audit that would have caused

Deloitte to have determined a different amount (or amounts) initially; and
Particulars
ASA 320, paragraph 12.

if Deloitte concluded that a lower materiality for the financial report as a whole (and, if
applicable, materiality level or levels for particular classes of transactions, account
balances or disclosures) than that initially determined was appropriate, to determine
whether it was necessary to revise performance materiality, and whether the nature,

timing and extent of the further audit procedureé remained appropriate.
Particulars

ASA 320, paragraph 13.

ASA 330

401 In complying with ASA 330, Deloitte was required to:

(a)

(b)

(c)

have the objective of obtaining sufficient appropriate audit evidence regarding the
assessed risks of material misstatement, through designing and implementing appropriate

responses to those risks;
Particulars
ASA 330, paragraph 3.

design and implement overall responses to address the assessed risks of material
misstatement at the financial report level, and design and perform further audit
procedures whose nature, timing and extent were based on and were responsive to the
assessed risks of material misstatement at the assertion level,

Particulars
ASA 330, paragraphs 5-7, A1, A4, A19.

design and perform tests of controls so as to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence
regarding the operating effectiveness of such controls if Deloitte’s assessment of risks
of material misstatement at the assertion level included an expectation that the controls

were operating effectively (that is, Deloitte intended to rely on the operating
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effectiveness of controls in determining the nature, timing and extent of substantive
procedures) or substantive procedures alone could not provide sufficient appropriate

audit evidence at the assertion level;

Particulars
ASA 330, paragraphs 8-10, 16 and 17.

(d) design and perform susbstantive procedures for each material class of transactions,
account balance and disclosure, irrespective of the assessed risks of material

misstatement;

Particulars

ASA 330, paragraph 18.

(e) consider whether external confirmation procedures were to be performed as substantive

audit procedures;
Particulars
ASA 330, paragraph 19.

() if Deloitte had determined that an assessed risk of material misstatement at the
assertion level was a significant risk, perform substantive procedures that were

specifically responsive to that risk;
Particulars
ASA 330, paragraph 21.

(9) perform audit procedures to evaluate whether the overall presentation of the financial
report was in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework:

Particulars
ASA 330, paragraph 24.

(h) based on the audit procedures performed and the audit evidence obtained, evaluate
before the conclusion of the audit whether the assessments of the risks of material
misstatement at the assertion level remained appropriate and conclude whether
sufficient appropriate audit evidence had been obtained; and
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(i)

F.3.8.

Particulars

ASA 330, paragraphs 25-26.

if Deloitte had not obtained sufficient appropriate audit evidence as to a material
financial report assertion, attempt to obtain further audit evidence and, if Deloitte was
unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence, to express a qualified opinion or
disclaim an opinion on the financial report.
Particulars
ASA 330, paragraph 27.
ASA 450

402 In auditing any pro forma financial information in respect of FY14 and FY15, Deloitte was also
required to comply with Auditing Standard ASA 450.

Particulars

CA, s 307A; ASA 450, paragraph Aus 0.2

403 At all material times, ASA 450 provided that:

(a)

misstatement means a difference between the reported amount, classification,
presentation, or disclosure of a financial report item and the amount, classification,
presentation, or disclosure that is required for the item to be in accordance with the
applicable financial reporting framework. Misstatements can arise from error or fraud;

and

when the auditor expresses an opinion on whether the financial report is presented
fairly, in all material respects, or gives a true and fair view, misstatements also include
those adjustments of amounts, classifications, presentation, or disclosures that, in the
auditor's judgement, are necessary for the financial report to be presented fairly, in all

material respects, or to give a true and fair view.
Particulars

ASA 450, paragraph 4.

404 In complying with ASA 450, Deloitte was required to:
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(@)  have the objective of evaluating the effect of identified misstatements on the audit and
the effect of uncorrected misstatements, if any, on the financial report;

Particulars

ASA 450, paragraph 3.

(b)  accumulate misstatements identified during the audit, other than those that are clearly
trivial,

Particulars

ASA 450, paragraph 5.

(¢)  determine whether the overall audit strategy and audit plan needed to be revised if:

(i)  the nature of identified misstatements and the circumstances of their occurrence
indicated that other misstatements may exist that, when aggregated with
misstatements accumulated during the audit, could be material; or

(i) the aggregate of misstatements accumulated during the audit approaches
materiality determined in accordance with ASA 320;

Particulars

ASA 450, paragraph 6.

(d) if, at Deloitte’s request, management examined a class of transactions, account

balances or disclosures and corrected misstatements that were detected, perform
additional audit procedures to determine whether misstatements remain;

Particulars

ASA 450, paragraph 7.

communicate, unless prohibited by law or regulation, on a timely basis all misstatements

accumulated during the audit with the appropriate level of management and request
management to correct those misstatements;

Particulars

ASA 450, paragraph 8.
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) if management refused to correct some or all of the misstatements communicated by
Deloitte, obtain an understanding of management's reasons for not making the
corrections and take that understanding into account when evaluating whether the

financial report as a whole was free from material misstatement;
Particulars
ASA 450, paragraph 9.

() prior to evaluating the effect of uncorrected misstatements, reassess materiality
determined in accordance with ASA 320 to confirm whether it remained appropriate in
the context of DSSH's and DSH’s actual financial resuilts;

Particulars
ASA 450, paragraph 10.

(h) determine whether uncorrected misstatements are material, individually or in

aggregate, and in making that determination, consider:

(i) the size and nature of the misstatements, both in relation to particular classes of
transactions, account balances or disclosures and the financial report as a whole,

and the particular circumstances of their occurrence; and

(i) the effect of uncorrected misstatements related to prior periods on the relevant
classes of transactions, account balances or disclosures, and the financial report as

a whole;
Particulars
ASA 450, paragraph 11.

(M communicate with those charged with governance uncorrected misstatements and the
effect that they, individually or in aggregate, may have on the opinion in Deloitte’s repon,
unless prohibited by law or regulation. That communication was required to identify
material uncorrected misstatements individually, and Deloitte was required to request

that uncorrected misstatements be corrected,
Particulars

ASA 450, paragraph 12.
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)

F.3.9.

also communicate with those charged with governance the effect of uncorrected
misstatements related to prior periods on the relevant classes of transactions, account

balances or disclosures, and the financial report as a whole; and
Particulars
ASA 450, paragraph 13.

request a written representation from management and, where appropriate, those
charged with governance whether they believed the effects of uncorrected
misstatements are immaterial, individually and in aggregate, to the financial report as a
whole. A summary of such items was required to be included in or attached to the written

representation.
Particulars

ASA 450, paragraph 14.

ASA 500

405 In complying with ASA 500, Deloitte was required to:

(a)

(c)

have the objective of designing and performing audit procedures in such a way as to
enable Deloitte to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence to be able to draw

reasonable conclusions on which to base Deloitte’s opinion;
Particulars
ASA 500, paragraph 4.

design and perform audit procedures that were appropriate in the circumstances for the
purpose of obtaining sufficient appropriate audit evidence, so as to support Deloitte’s

opinion and report; and
Particulars
ASA 500, paragraphs 6, A1-A25.

when using information produced by DSSH and DSH, evaluate whether the information
was sufficiently reliable for Deloitte’s purposes, including, as necessary in the
circumstances, obtaining audit evidence about the accuracy and completeness of the
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information and evaluating whether the information was sufficiently precise and detailed
for Deloitte’s purposes.

Particulars

ASA 500, paragraphs 7, 9, A26-A33, A49-A51.

F.3.10. ASA 530

406 In complying with ASA 530, Deloitte was required to:

(a)

have the objective, when using audit sampling, to provide a reasonable basis for Deloitte

to draw conclusions about the population from which the sample was selected;
Particulars
ASA 530, paragraph 4.

when designing an audit sample, consider the purpose of the audit procedure and the
characteristics of the population from which the sample was drawn, determine a sample
size sufficient to reduce sampling risk to an acceptably low level, and select items for the

sample in such a way that each sampling unit in the population had a chance of selection;
Particulars

ASA 530, paragraph 6-8, A4-A13.

perform audit procedures, appropriate to the purpose, on each item selected,
Particulars

ASA 530, paragraph 9.

investigate the nature and cause of any deviations or misstatements identified, and
evaluate their possible effect on the purpose of the audit procedure and on other areas of
the audit;

Particulars

ASA 530, paragraph 12, A17.
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(f)

when Deloitte considered a misstatement or deviation discovered in a sample to be an
anomaly, obtain a high degree of certainty that such misstatement was not representative

of the population; and
Particulars
ASA 530, paragraph 13.

evaluate the results of the sample and whether the use of audit sampling had provided a
reasonable basis for conclusions about the population that had been tested.

Particulars

ASA 530, paragraph 15, A21-A23.

F.3.11. ASA 540

407 In complying with ASA 540, Deloitte was required to:

(@)

(b)

(©)

have the objective of obtaining sufficient appropriate audit evidence about whether
accounting estimates, including fair value accounting estimates, in the financial report,
whether recognised or disclosed, were reasonable in the context of the applicable

financial reporting framework;
Particulars

ASA 540, paragraph 6.

in order to provide a basis for the identification and assessment of the risks of material
misstatement for accounting estimates, obtain an understanding of how DSSH and DSH
made the accounting estimates, and an understanding of the data on which they were
based, including the method used in making the accounting estimate, the assumptions
underlying the accounting estimates, and whether and how DSSH and DSH had assessed

the effect of estimation uncertainty;
Particulars
ASA 540, paragraph 8.

evaluate the degree of estimation uncertainty associated with an accounting estimate,
and determine whether any of those accounting estimates that had been identified as
having high estimation uncertainty gave rise to significant risks;
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Particulars
ASA 540, paragraph 10-11, A45-A51.

(d) based on the assessed risks of material misstatement, determine whether management
had appropriately applied the requirements of the applicable financial reporting framework
relevant to the accounting estimate, and whether the methods for making the accounting
estimates were appropriate and had been applied consistently, and whether changes, if
any, in accounting estimates or in the method for making them from the prior period were

appropriate in the circumstances;
Particulars
ASA 540, paragraph 12, A52-A58.

(e) respond to the assessed risks of material misstatement by undertaking one or more of the
steps outlined in paragraph 13 of ASA 540, taking account of the nature of the accounting

estimate;
Particulars
ASA 540, paragraphs 13 and A59-A95.

(f)  for accounting estimates that gave rise to significant risks, in addition to other substantive
procedures performed, evaluate whether the significant assumptions used by DSSH and

DSH were reasonable; and
Particulars
ASA 540, paragraph 15.

(g) evaluate, based on the audit evidence, whether the accounting estmates in the financial
report were either reasonable in the context of the applicable financial reporting
framework, or were misstated.

Particulars

ASA 540, paragraph 18.
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F.3.12. ASA 700

408 In complying with ASA 700, Deloitte was required to evaluate whether the financial report was
prepared, in all material respects, in accordance with the requirements of the applicable

financial reporting framework.
Particulars
ASA 700, paragraph 12.
F.3.13. ASA 705
409 In complying with ASA 705, Deloitte was required to:

(@) express a qualified opinion when Deloitte, having obtained sufficient appropriate audit
evidence, concluded that misstatements, individually or in the aggregate, were material,
but not pervasive, to the financial report, or Deloitte was unable to obtain sufficient
appropriate audit evidence on which to base the opinion, but Deloitte concluded that the
possible effects on the financial report of undetected misstatements, if any, could be

material but not pervasive;
Particulars
ASA 705, paragraph 7.

(b) disclaim an opinion when Deloitte was unable to obtain sufficient appropriate audit
evidence on which to base the opinion, and Deloitte concluded that the possible effects
on the financial report of undetected misstatements, if any, could be both material and
pervasive, and when, in circumstances involving multiple uncertainties, Deloitte
concluded that, notwithstanding having obtained sufficient appropriate audit evidence
regarding each of the individual uncertainties, it was not possible to form an opinion on
the financial report due to the interaction of the uncertainties and their possible cumulative

effect on the financial report;
Particulars
ASA 705, paragraph 9-10.

(c) ifthere was a material misstatement of the financial report that related to specific amounts
in the financial report (including quantitative disclosures), include in the basis for

modification paragraph a description and quantification of the financial effects of the
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F.4.

410

F.5.

F.5.1.

411

412

413

misstatement, unless impracticable, and if it was not practicable to quantify the financial
effects, to state so in the basis for modification paragraph; and

Particulars
ASA 705, paragraph 17.

(d) when Deloitte expected to modify the opinion in Deloitte’s report, communicate with those
charged with governance the circumstances that led to the expected modification and the
proposed wording of the modification.

Particulars

ASA 705, paragraph 28.

REASONABLE AUDITOR

In the pleadings that follow, references to a “Reasonable Auditor’ means an auditor acting in
accordance with the obligations pleaded above at Parts F.2 and F.3 and acting with the degree
of skill and care of a professional person providing professional services in the position of
Deloitte.

DELOITTE’S AUDIT REPORTS
The FY13 Audit Report

Following its perfofmance of the FY13 Audit, Deloitte prepared an independent Auditor's Report
to the Members of DSSH (the FY13 Audit Report). ’
Particulars
Independent Auditor's Report to the Members of Dick Smith Sub-holdings Pty Ltd signed
by Mr White on behalf of Deloitte on or around 23 October 2013.

On 31 October 2013, DSSH published and lodged with ASIC its consolidated financial report
for the 10-month period ended 30 June 2013 (the FY13 Financial Statements).

The FY13 Audit Report was included in the FY13 Financial Statements.
Particulars

Commencing page 5 of the FY13 Financial Statements.
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414 Deloitte authorised the inclusion of the FY13 Audit Report in the FY13 Financial Statements
and thereby issued and published the FY13 Audit Report upon the issuance and publication of
the FY13 Financial Statements. '

Particulars

Deloitte authorised the inclus)'on of the FY13 Audit Report in the FY13 Financial
Statements on or before 23 October 2013, being the date upon which the FY13 Audit
Report was signed (see page 6 of the FY13 Financial Statements).

Deloitte’s authorisation was implied by its provision of the signed FY13 Audit Report to
DSSH on or before 23 October 2013, in circumstances where the FY13 Audit Report
constituted Deloitte’s report to the members of DSSH on the FY13 Financial Statements
in purported fulfilment of its obligations under both s 308 of the CA and the FY13
Engagement Letter (see particulars to paragraph 377 above) and the requirement for
DSSH to report to members in accordance with s 314 of the CA.

F.5.2. Deloitte’s FY13 Representations

415 In the FY13 Audit Report, Deloitte represented that:

(a) Deloitte had conducted an audit of DSSH's FY13 Financial Statements in accordance with
the Auditing Standards;

(b) Deloitte believed the audit evidence it had obtained in carrying out the FY13 Audit was

sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for its audit opinion;

(c) Deloitte was of the opinion that the FY13 Financial Statements were in accordance with the

CA, including:

(i) giving a true and fair view of the Group’s financial position as at 30 June 2013 and
of its performance for the period ended on that date; and

(i) complying with the Australian Accounting Standards and the Corporations
Regulations 2001,

(collectively, Deloitte’s FY13 Express Representations).

Particulars

FY13 Audit Report, pages 5-6 of the FY13 Financial Statements.
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416 In making Deloitte’s FY13 Express Representations, Deloitte impliedly represented to investors
and potential investors in DSSH that:

(a) those representations were the product of Deloitte having conducted the FY13 Audit in
accordance with Deloitte’s auditing obligations as pleaded above at Parts F.2 and F.3; 4

(b) those representations were the product of Deloitte having exercised reasonable care and
skill in performing the FY13 Audit; and

(c) there were reasonable grounds for the making those representations,

(collectively, Deloitte’s FY13 Implied Representations).

Particulars
Deloitte’s FY13 Implied Representations were implied by reason of:
(a) the terms of the FY13 Audit Report;
(b) Deloitte’s FY13 Express Representations;

(c) the obligations imposed by law on Deloitte in relation to the FY13 Audit as pleaded
above at Parts F.2 and F.3 and interpreied by the courts;

(d) Deloitte holding itself out to the world as specialist auditors and accountants with
professional expertise and competence in the provision of auditing and accounting

services.
F.5.3. The FY14 Audit Report

417 Following its performance of the FY 14 Audit, Deloitte prepared an Independent Auditor’s Report
to the Members of DSH (the FY14 Audit Report).
Particulars
Independent Auditor's Report to the Members of Dick Smith Holdings Limited signed by
Mr White on behalf of Deloitte on or about 18 August 2014.
418 The FY14 Audit Report was inciuded in the FY14 Financial Statements.

Particulars

Commencing page 45 of the FY14 Financial Statements.
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419 Deloitte authorised the inclusion of the FY14 Audit Report in the FY14 Financial Statements
and thereby issued and published the FY14 Audit Report upon the issuance and publication of
the FY14 Financial Statements.

Particulars

Deloitte authorised the inclusion of the FY14 Audit Report in the FY14 Financial
Statements on or before 18 August 2014, being the date upon which the FY14 Audit
Report was signed (see page 46 of the FY14 Financial Statements, published in the
Dick Smith Annual Report 2014).

Deloitte’s authorisation was implied by its provision of the FY14 Audit Report to DSH on
or before 18 August 2014, in circumstances where the FY14 Audit Report constituted
Deloitte’s report to the members of DSH on the FY14 Financial Statements in purported
fulfilment of its obligations under both s 308 of the CA and the FY14 Engagement Letter
(see particulars to paragraph 380 above) and the requirement for DSH to report fo
members in accordance with s 314 of the CA. '

F.5.4. Deloitte’s FY14 Representations
420 In the FY14 Audit Report Deloitte represented that:

(@)  Deloitte had conducted an audit of DSH's FY14 Financial Statements in accordance with
the Auditing Standards;

(b)  Deloitte believed the audit evidence it had obtained in carrying out the FY14 Audit was
sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for its audit opinion;

(¢)  Deloitte was of the opinion that the FY14 Financial Statements were in accordance with
the CA, including:

() giving a true and fair view of the consolidated entity’s financial position as at 29 June
2014 and of its performance for the year ended on that date; and

(i)  complying with Australian Accounting Standardé and the Corporations Regulations
2001,

(collectively, Deloitte’s FY14 Express Representations).
Particulars

FY14 Audit Report, pages 45-46 of the FY14 Financial Statements.
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421 In making Deloitte’s FY14 Express Representations, Deloitte impliedly represented to investors
and potential investors in DSH that:

(@) those representations were the product of Deloitte having conducted the FY14 Audit in
accordance with Deloitte’s auditing obligations as pleaded above at Parts F.2 and F.3;

(b) those representations were the product of Deloitte having exercised reasonable care and
skill in performing the FY14 Audit; and

(c) there were reasonable grounds for the making those representations,

(collectively, Deloitte’s FY14 Implied Representations).
Particulars

Deloitte’s FY14 Implied Representations were implied by reason of:
(a) the terms of the FY14 Audit Report;
(b) Deloitte’s FY14 Express Representations;

(c) the obligations imposed by law on Deloitte in relation to the FY14 Audit as pleaded
above at Parts F.2 and F.3 and interpreted by the courts;

(d) Deloitte holding itself out to the world as specialist auditors and accountants with
professional expertise and competence in the provision of auditing and accounting

services.
F.5.5 The FY15 Audit Report

422 Following its performance of the FY15 Audit, Deloitte prepared an Independent Auditor’s Report
to the Members of DSH (the FY15 Audit Report).
Particulars
Independent Auditor’s Report to the Members of Dick Smith Holdings Limited signed by
Mr White on behalf of Deloitte on or about 17 August 2015.
423 The FY15 Audit Report was included in the FY15 Financial Statements.
| Particulars

Commencing page 48 of the FY15 Financial Statements.
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424 Deloitte autho_rised the inclusion of the FY15 Audit Report in the FY15 Financial Statements
and thereby issued and published the FY15 Audit Report upon the issuance and publication of

the FY 15 Financial Statements.
Particulars

Deloitte authorised the inclusion of the FY15 Audit Report in the FY15 Financial
Statements on or before 1 7 August 2015, being the date upon which the FY15 Audit
Report was signed (see page 49 of the FY15 Financial Statements, published in the
Dick Smith Annual Report 201 5).

Deloitte’s authorisation was implied by its provision of the FY15 Audit Report to DSH on
or before 17 August 2015, in circumstances where the FY15 Audit Report constituted
Deloitte’s report to the members of DSH on the FY15 Financial Statements in purported
fulfilment of its obligations under both s 308 of the CA and the FY15 Engagement Letter
(see particulars to paragraph 383 above) and the requirement for DSH to report to
members in accordance with s 314 of the CA.

F.5.6. Deloitte’s FY15 Representations
425 In the FY15 Audit Report, Deloitte represented that:

(@  Deloitte had conducted an audit of DSH’s FY15 Financial Statements in accordance with
the Auditing Standards;

(b)  Deloitte believed the audit evidence it had obtained in carrying out the FY15 Audit was
sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for its audit opinion;

(c)  Deloitte was of the opinion that the FY15 Financial Statements were in accordance with
the CA, including:

()  giving atrue and fair view of the consolidated entity’s financial position as at 28 June
2015 and of its performance for the year ended on that date; and

(i) complying with the Australian Accounting Standards and the Corporations
Regulations 2001,
(collectively, Deloitte’s FY15 Express Representations).
Particulars

FY15 Audit Report, pages 48-49 of the FY15 Financial Statements, published in the
Dick Smith Annual Report 2015,
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426 In making Deloitte's FY15 Express Representations, Deloitte impliedly represented to investors

and potential investors in DSH that:

(@) those representations were the product of Deloitte having conducted the FY15 Audit in
accordance with Deloitte’s auditing obligations as pleaded above at Parts F.2 and F.3;

(b) those representations were the product of Deloitte having exercised reasonable care and
skill in performing the FY15 Audit; and

(c) there were reasonable grounds for making those representations,

(coliectively, Deloitte’s FY15 Implied Representations).
Particulars

Deloitte’s FY15 Implied Representations were implied by reason of:
(@) the terms of the FY15 Audit Report;
(b) Deloitte’s FY15 Express Representations;

(c) the obligations imposed by law on Deloitte in relation to the FY15 Audit as pleaded
above at Parts F.2 and F.3 and interpreted by the courts; and

(d) Deloitte holding itself out to the world as specialist auditors and accountants with
professional expertise and competence in the provision of auditing and accounting

services.

F.6. DELOITTE’S AUDIT CONDUCT
F.6.1. FY13 Audit in relation to inventory provisioning

427 By the time of the delivery to DSSH of the FY13 Audit Report, Deloitte knew or ought to have
known of DSSH'’s failure to write down, or make a provision, allowance or impairment against,
the carrying value of inventory and DSSH's inventory management and accounting practices
(together, Inventory Practices and Effects) as pleaded above at Part C.2 in respect of FY13,

because:

(@) Deloitte was provided with documents and information as to DSSH’s Inventory Practices
and Effects in the course of the FY 13 Audit; '
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Particulars

Working paper 5411a “Memo Dick Smith Inventory Valuation” (and the documents
and information referred to therein, see at page5) (DEL.002.001.1 629).

(b) Deloitte identified DSSH’s inventory provisions as an area of focus in the FY13 Audit;

Particulars

Working Paper 1812 “Listing of all Significant Risks & Areas of Focus”
(DEL.002.001.0578) identifies “inventory” as a significant risk.

(c) Deloitte had been the auditor of Woolworths Group Limited, an ASX listed entity with the
listing code “WOW" (WOW), while the Dick Smith business had been operated as a WOW
subsidiary and Deloitte was therefore familiar with and aware of the inventory ageing
system used in the DSH Group and its limitations, including that it did not reliably record

the age of any SKU within inventory; and

(d) a Reasonable Auditor carrying out the FY13 Audit, having been provided with the
documents to which Deloitte had access, and having been made aware of DSSH’s

accounting treatment of inventory as set out above at (a)~(c), would have:

(i

(if)
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recognised that inventory provisioning was an area of high risk for DSSH, given that
the nature of the consumer electronics market is such that there is an ongoing risk

of inventory obsolescence;

designed and implemented an appropriate testing strategy in respect of
management’s assumptions and methodology with respect to inventory provisioning
in order to ascertain the nature and extent of any material misstatement in the

carrying value of inventory;

requested, to the extent necessary, if any, further information to ascertain the

Inventory Practices and Effects;

evaluated whether DSSH'’s management's assumptions and methodology with
respect to inventory provisioning were appropriate, including considering whether
DSSH’s failure to write down inventory and DSSH's inventory management and
accounting practices were in accordance with the Australian Accounting Standards;

and
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(v) having taken the steps set out in sub-paragraphs (i)-(iv) above as further
particularised below, concluded that the Invenfory Practices and Effects were as
pleaded above at Part C.2, in respect of FY13.

Particulars
A Reasonable Auditor would in the course of the FY13 Audit have:

(a) determined the assumptions and methodology used by DSSH to assess
whether a provision should be made to reduce the carrying value of inventory to

the lower of cost or the net realisable value of the inventory;

(b) taken steps to understand the basis and application of DSSH'’s assumptions and
methodology used to determine inventory provisions;

(c) determined the appropriateness of DSSH'’s inventory provisioning methodology,
and the appropriateness of the assumptions used in that methodology, through
adequate testing and the application of the requisite degree of professional
scepticism called for in the circumstances, in order to ascertain, and report on,
whether the application of the assumptions and methodology provided an
appropriate measure of the cost of DSSH's inventory as required by AASB 102;

(d) determined the process by which DSSH undertook its analysis used in the
provisioning process (whether based on age, future sales or re-order profile),
and would have determined the controls and processes adopted by DSSH to
ensure the accuracy of the analysis;

(e) determined whether or not to rely on the controls and checks operated by
DSSH, exercising the requisite level of professional scepticism called for in the
circumstances. If the Reasonable Auditor chose to rely on such controls he or
she would have tested the operations of those controls through an appropriately
sized sample. If the auditor chose not to rely on such controls, he or she would
have selected a sample of inventory items for testing to determine whether,
based on that sample, he or she could conclude that DSSH’s estimation of the
amount of the provision to reduce inventory to the lower of cost and net

realisable value was appropriate;
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() ifthe Reasonable Auditor concluded that the provisioning was materially
Inadequate, requested management to recalculate the provision on a basis
consistent with AASB 102 or calculated, using the data available, the
Reasonable Auditor's own estimate and adjustment to the carrying value and, if
material, requested that adjustment to be made. In so doing, the Reasonable
Auditor would take into account the following factors:

(i)  the ageing of SKUs or, if no reliable report on the ageing of SKUs was
available, estimating the ageing of SKUs using available data such as

purchases and sales data;
(i) discounts on SKUs and discounts below costs;

(iii)  the nature of SKUs and whether they have been Superseded or newer models

were available;
(Iv) weeks or months cover for SK, Us,; and

(v) trends within the industry including changes in technology products and the

competitive landscape;

(9) insofar as such audit work identified any deficiencies in the provisioning process
or methodology undertaken by DSSH, reported such matters to those charged
with governance, including the FAC or the Board of DSSH.

428 The FY13 Audit Report did not conclude or express the opinion that the Inventory Practices and
Effects:

(@) needed to be disclosed in the financial reports of DSSH:;

(b)  meant the FY13 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial
position and performance of DSSH and the DSH Group:

() meant that the FY13 Financial Statements had not been prepared in accordance with the

Australian Accounting Standards;
(d) caused the FY13 Financial Statements to be materially misstated.

429 This was despite the fact that, for the reasons pleaded above at Part C.2 in respect of FY13,

the Inventory Practices and Effects:
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430

(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)

needed to be disclosed in the financial reports of DSSH;

meant the FY13 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial

position and performance of DSSH and the DSH Group;

meant the FY13 Financial Statements were not prepared in accordance with the

Australian Accounting Standards; and

caused the FY13 Financial Statements to be materially misstated.

Notwithstanding the matters pleaded at Part C.2 in respect of FY13, which Deloitte knew or

ought to have known for the reasons pleaded and particularised above at paragraph 427,
Deloitte:

(@)

(b)

{ca)

failed to obtain a sufficient understanding of the assumptions and methodology applied
by DSSH management in determining inventory provisions, including by failing to apply
an adequate level of professional scepticism to the information produced by DSSH, and-
the assumptions and methodology applied by management in determining inventory
provisions in the FY13 Financial Statements (ASA 200, paragraphs 7, 15, A1 8-A22; ASA
540, paragraphs 8, 18);

having determined that there was a significant risk of material misstatement in respect of
inventory provisions in the FY13 Financial Statements, failed to perform substantive
procedures that are specifically responsive to that risk, including for the purpose of
obtaining sufficient appropriate audit evidence in respect of the assumptions and
methodology applied by management in determining inventory provisions in the FY13
Financial Statements (ASA 330 paragraphs 21, A1, A4, A19; ASA 500 paragraphs 6, A1-
A3, A10, A14-A15);

failed to design and implement adequate testing of the age of stock and the
appropriateness of the obsolescence percentages by reference to stock turnover, volume
of stock on hand, and broader industry factors in order to obtain reasonable assurance
as to whether the Inventory Practices and Effects complied with Australian Accounting
Standards (ASA 330 paragraph 21, A1, A4, A19); ’

ny reason of the failures pleaded in paragraph 436 below. failed to determing & sample

{ch)

size sufficient 1o reduce sampling visk fo an acceptably low level (ASA 530 naragraph 73,

failed to proiect errorg of misstatements identified in thelr lesting of samples (ASA 530,

paragraph 14)

3463-8671-4382v1 189



(d) by reason of the failures pleaded in sub-paragraphs (a)-(c) above failed to gather
sufficient appropriate audit evidence in order to enable Deloitte to express an opinion on
whether the assumptions and methodology applied by management in determining the
provision in respect of inventory in the FY13 Financial Statements complied with AASB
102, in circumstances where Deloitte had identified inventory provisioning as a key area
of risk in the FY13 Audit (ASA 200 paragraphs 5, 7,17; ASA 330 paragraphs 3, 5-7, ASA
540 paragraphs 6, 13, 15); '

(e) by reason of having failed to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence in respect of the
assumptions and methodology applied by management in -determining inventory
provisions in the FY13 Financial Statements 80 as to reduce audit risk to an acceptably

low level;

(i) failed to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the FY 13 Financial Statements
as a whole were free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error (ASA
200 paragraph 5 and 17);

(i) was unable to draw reasonable conclusions on which to base the auditor's opinion
on whether the FY13 Financial Statements were prepared, in all material respects,
in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework, and to report on the
FY13 Financial Statements in accordance with the auditor's findings (ASA 200

paragraphs 11 and 17);

(f in circumstances where Deloitte had not obtained sufficient appropriate audit evidence in
respect of DSSH’s provisioning for inventory in the FY13 Financial Statements, failed to
express a modified opinion on the FY13 Financial Statements (ASA 330 paragraphs 26-
27; ASA 260 paragraph'A18; ASA 705 paragraphs 7, 9-10);

(9) failed properly to apply the requirements of AASB 102 to such audit evidence as Deloitte
obtained in assessing the issue of whether the inventory provisions in the FY13 Financial
Statements complied with AASB 102 (ASA 200 paragraph 11);

(h)  failed to perform adequate audit procedures to evaluate whether the overall presentation
of the financial report was in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework
(ASA 330 paragraph 24) and to evaluate whether the assessments of risks of material
misstatement at the assertion level remained appropriate (ASA 330 paragraph 25).

(M failed to require management to account for the carrying value of inventory in accordance

with Australian Accounting Standards:
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()  failed to quantify or estimate the extent of the misstatement in the FY13 Financial
Statements as a result of the Inventory Practices and Effects; and / or

(k)  did not express the opinion pleaded above at paragraph 428.

431 In the premises, Deloitte failed to act as a Reasonable Auditor.

F.6.2. Materiality in the FY13 Audit and implications for Warranty Sign On Liability

F.6.2.1. Failure to properly determine materiality in the FY13 Audit

432 When designing procedures for the FY13 Audit, Deloitte knew or ought to have known that DSH
was intending to list on the ASX in the near future.

Particulars

The FY13 Board Report states at page 16: “We understand that as part of the proposed
IPO structure, the Company will be acquired by a newly created holding company and
that a tax consolidated group will be formed...”

433 The fact that DSH was intending to list on the ASX in the near future was relevant to the
determination of materiality for the FY13 Audit.
Particulars

An auditor's determination of materiality is affected by the auditor’s perception of the
financial information needs of users of the financial statements being audited: ASA 320
paragraphs 4 and A3. In circumstances where an IPO is contemplated in the near
future, the users of an audit report would include prospective investors in the entity

being audited in an IPO. Accordingly, the fact of an upcoming IPO would be relevant to
the determination of materiality.

Further particulars will be provided with the plaintiffs’ expert evidence.

434 In performing the FY13 Audit, Deloitte set materiality at $6 million and performance materiality.
at $5.4 million.

Particulars

1710 “Materiality Worksheet — Group & AU (including component considerations)”
(DEL.002.001.0540) '
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435 A Reasonable Auditor carrying out the FY13 Audit would have determined materiality at a figure

at least as low as $1.5 million.

Particulars
A Reasonable Auditor carrying out the FY13 Audit would have:

(a) considered a number of possible benchmarks for materiality, including profit before
tax, EBITDA, revenue, net assets and total assets, and concluded that multiple
benchmarks ought be considered in determining materiality in all the circumstances:

(b) recognised the nature of the FY13 Audit as a ‘high risk’ engagement in
circumstances where DSSH had recently undergone a restructure, and where an
initial public offering was contemplated, and adopted a percentage at the bottom end
of the acceptable range for the chosen benchmark;

(c) recognised that DSSH's business had a number of inherent risks from an auditing
perspective, given the nature of the consumer electronics market and the ongoing
risk of inventory obsolescence in that industry, and adopted a percentage at the
bottom end of the acceptable range for the chosen benchmark.

Further particulars may be provided after discovery and evidence.

436 In setting materiality at $6 million, and performance materiality at $5.'4 million, in conducting the
FY13 Audit, Deloitte:

(@) failed to adequately consider the financial information needs of the users of the FY13
Audit Report, namely prospective investors in DSH upon the company’s initial public
offering (ASA 320 paragraph 4);

(b) failed to adequately consider the nature of DSSH, and its upcoming initial public offering
(ASA 320 paragraph A3);

(c) failed to adequately consider the industry and economic environment in which DSSH
operated, namely the electronics consumer market (ASA 320 paragraph A3);

(d) failed to determine an appropriate percentage to be applied to Deloitte’s chosen
benchmark in circumstances where DSSH was a retailer of consumer electronic goods;
where DSSH had recently been the subject of a restructure of its business; and where an
initial public offering was contemplated in the near future (ASA 320 paragraph A7).

437 In the premises, Deloitte failed to act as a Reasonable Auditor.
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F.6.2.2. Failure to adjust for Warranty Sign On Liability

438 In conducting the FY13 Audit, Deloitte identified that the Warranty Sign On Liability in FY13
ought to have been ascribed a fair value of “nil’, as pleaded in Part C.4, and included an
adjustment for the Warranty Sign On Liability in its schedule of unadjusted differences.

Particulars

FY13 Board Report, pages 7 and 19. As pleaded at paragraph 193 to 194, DSSH
recognised a warranty sign-on liability of approximately $2.1 million in March 2013, and
wrote back the warranty liability in the amount of approximately $0.4 million during
FY13. Accordingly, Deloitte included a $1.7 million adjustment in its schedule of
unadjusted differences.

439 A Reasonable Auditor carrying out the FY13 Audit, would have required management to
account for the recognition of the Warranty Sign On Liability in accordance with the Australian
Accounting Standards.

Particulars

As pleaded in paragraph 435, a Reasonable Auditor would have determined
materialify to be at a figure at least as low as $1.5 million and, therefore,
recognised that the Warranty Sign On Liability was material and therefore required
an adjustment to be made in the FY13 Financial Statements.

The particulars to paragraph 435 are repeated.

440 For the reasons pleaded above at Part C.4, DSSH's recognition of $1.7 million of the Warranty
Sign On Liability:

(a) meant the FY13 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial
position and performance of DSSH and the DSH Group;

(b) meant that the FY13 Financial Statements did not comply with the Australian Accounting
Standards; and

(c) caused the FY13 Financial Statements to be materially misstated.

441 The FY13 Audit Report did not conclude or express the opinion that DSSH's recognition of $1.7
million of the Warranty Sign On Liability:
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(b)

(c)

meant the FY13 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial
position and performance of DSSH and the DSH Group;

meant the FY13 Financial Statements did not comply with the Australian Accounting
Standards;

caused the FY13 Financial Statements to be matérially misstated.

442 Notwithstanding the matters pleaded at Part C.4 which Deloitte knew or bught to have known
in light of its identification of the Warranty Sign On Liability in the course of the FY13 Audit as
pleaded in paragraph 438 and the fact that a Reasonable Auditor would determine materiality

as pleaded in paragraph 435, Deloitte:

(a)

(b)

(c)

did not require management to account for the recognition of the Warranty Sign On
Liability in accordance with Australian Accounting Standards;

did not quantify or estimate the extent of the misstatement in the FY13 Financial
Statements by reason of the recognition of the Warranty Sign On Liability; and /or

did not express the opinion pleaded above at paragraph 441.

443 In the premises, Deloitte failed to act as a Reasonable Auditor.

F.6.3.

Effect of Deloitte’s failures in carrying out the FY13 Audit

444 Deloitte’s failures in carrying out the FY13 Audit, as set out above at paragraphs 430 to 431,
436 to 437 and 442 to 443, both individually and cumulatively meant that Deloitte:

(@)
(b)

(e)

did not conduct the FY13 Audit in accordance with the Auditing Standards;

did not conduct the FY13 Audit in accordance with Deloitte’s auditing obligations as

pleaded above at Part F.2;
did not exercise reasonable care and skill in performihg the FY13 Audit;

did not have reasonable grounds for believing that the audit evidence Deloitte obtained to
carry out the FY13 Audit was sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for its audit

opinion;

did not have reasonable grounds for the opinion that the FY13 Financial Statements were

in accordance with the CA, including:

3463-8671-4382v1 194



(i)  giving a true and fair view of the Group’s financial position as at 30 June 2013 and
of its performance for the period ended on that date; and

(i) complying with the Australian Accounting Standards and the Corporations
Regulations 2001.

F.6.4. FY14 Audit in relation to inventory provisions .

445 By the time of delivery to DSH of the FY14 Audit Report, Deloitte knew or ought to have known
of DSH's Inventory Practices and Effects as pleaded in Part C.2 in respect of FY14, because:

(a) Deloitte was provided with documents and information as to DSH'’s Inventory Practices
and Effects in the course of the FY14 Audit;

Particulars

See working paper 23403 “Inventory Obsolescence Memo” (DEL.001.001.4003)
demonstrating Deloitte’s understanding of DSH’s methodology for stock obsolescence at

year end.

(b) Deloitte was previously made aware of and had had regard o DSH's. inventory

provisioning;
Particulars

20 May 2014 email from DSH to Deloitte, attaching a position paper on inventory
provisions (DSE.002.016.5847, DSE.002.016.5849).

FY14 FAC Report, page 10, section 3.2.
Minutes of the FAC meeting of 12 August 2014 (DSE.003.047.0973).
The particulars to paragraph 427 are repeated.
(c) Deloitte identified DSH's inventory provisions as a key area of focus in the FY14 Audit;
Particulars

FY14 FAC Report, page 10, section 3.2.
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Deloitte presentation to DSH entitled “External audit strategy for the financial year-
ending 29 June 2014” dated January 2014 (FY14 Audit Strategy Presentation), page
9 (DSE.003.056.1846).

(d) Deloitte had performed the statutory audit for DSSH for the 10 month period ended 30
June 2013 and had, immediately prior to conducting the FY13 Audit, been the auditor of
WOW while the Dick Smith business had been operated as a WOW subsidiary and
Deloitte was therefore familiar with and aware of the inventory ageing system used in the
DSH Group and its limitations including that it did not reliably record the age of any SKU
within inventory; and

(e) a Reasonable Auditor carrying out the FY14 Audit, having been provided with the
documents to which Deloitte had access, and having been made aware of DSH's
accounting treatment of inventory as set out above at (a)~(d), would have:

(i) recognised that inventory provisioning was an area of high risk for DSH, given that
the nature of the consumer electronics market is such that there is an ongoing risk

of inventory obsolescence;

(i) designed and implemented an appropriate testing strategy in respect of
management’s assumptions and methodology with respect to inventory provisioning
in order to ascertain the nature and extent of any material misstatement in the

carrying value of inventory;

(ii) requested, to the extent necessary, if any, further information to ascertain the

Inventory Practices and Effects;

(iv) evaluated whether DSH's management'’s assumptions and methodology with
respect to inventory provisioning were appropriate, including considering whether
DSH'’s failure to write down inventory and DSH'’s inventory management and
accounting practices were in .accordance with the Australian Accounting Standards;

(v) concluded that the Inventory Practices and Effects were as pleaded above at Part
C.2, in respect of FY14.

Particulars

A Reasonable Auditor would have, in the course of the FY14 Audit, taken the steps
particularised at paragraph 427 above.
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446 The FY14 Audit Report did not conclude or express the opinion that the Inventory Practices and
Effects:

447

4438

(@)
(b)

()

(d)

needed to be disclosed in the financial reports o‘f DSH,;

meant the FY14 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial
position and performance of DSH and the DSH Group; ‘

meant that the FY14 Financial Statements did not comply with the Australian Accounting
Standards;

caused the FY14 Financial Statements to be materially misstated.

This was despite the fact that, for the reasons pleaded above at Part C.2 in respect of FY14,

the Inventory Practices and Effects:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

needed to be disclosed in the financial reports of DSH;

meant the FY14 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial
position and performance of DSH and the DSH Group;

meant that the FY14 Financial Statements did not comply with the Australian Accounting
Standards; and

caused the FY14 Financial Statements to be materially misstated.

Notwithstanding the matters pleaded at Part C.2 in respect of FY 14, which Deloitte knew or

ought to have known for the reasons pleaded and particularised above at paragraph 445,
Deloitte:

(a)

(b)

failed to obtain an adequate understanding of the application of accounting policies by
DSH in respect of inventory provisioning, sufficient to evaluate whether those policies
were appropriate for its business and consistent with the applicable financial reporting
framework (ASA 315 paragraph 11);

failed to obtain a sufficient understanding of the assumptions and methodology applied
by DSH management in determining inventory provisions, including by failing to apply an
adequate level of professional scepticism to the information produced by DSH, and the
assumptions and methodology applied by management in determining inventory
provisions in the FY14 Financial Statements (ASA 200, paragraphs 7, 15, A18-A22; ASA
540, paragraphs 8, 18);
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(c) failed to perform appropriate risk assessment procedures (including enquiries of DSH
personnel, analytical procedures and observation and inspection) sufficient to provide a
basis for the identification and assessment of risks of material misstatement at the
financial report level, and to provide a basis for designing and performing further audit
procedures in respect of inventory provisions (ASA 315 paragraphs 5-6, 25-26; ASA 540
paragraphs 10-12);

(d)  having determined that there was a significant risk of material misstatement in respect of
inventory provisions in the FY14 Financial Statements, failed to perform substantive
procedures that are specifically responsive to that risk, including for the purpose of
obtaining sufficient appropriate audit evidence in respect of the assumptions and
methodology applied by management in determining inventory provisions in the FY14
Financial Statements (ASA 330 paragraphs 21, A1, A4, A19; ASA 500 paragraphs 6, A1-
A3, A10, A14-A15);

(da) _failed to comply with its auditing obligations, and, in particular, Mr White failed to comiply

with his auditing obligations. because:

(0. Deloite’s purported testing of the unit cost of a sample of 46 stock iems i
workpaper 23401AU, tab 6 identified nil varia wees between the stock listing and the
relevant supplier invoices. and included figures with up to eleven decimal places as

the amounts said {o appear in supplier involces (Purporied Cost Teating):

(i) __a Reasonable Auditor would have recognised that DSH's inveniory syster

artificially added 1% to the cost of sach purchase in FY14 (1% Stock Unlife:

(in___a Reasonable Auditor would have r recognised that the presence of the 1% Stock

Wplift would mean that all stock items selected for testing should have a unit cost i

the stock listing of 1% greater than what i i3 shown on the invoice in respect of that

stock item:

(v} _a Reasonsable Auditor would have recoanised that suoplier invoices are unlikely to

inclyde amounts with up to eleven decimal places:
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vy by reason of the matters set oul in (i) — {iv) above, & Reasonable Auditor would

have recognised that the nil variances identified in the Purporied Cost Testing and

the inclusion of figures with up (o eleven decimal places as the amounts said 10

appear in suppglier lnvoices could have peen because the person responsible for

carrving oul the Purported Cost Testing did not check supplier invoices against the

stock listings when carrving out the Purported ot ‘?'{%mﬁm(}:

(vi) _a Reasonable Auditor therefnre would have sought to verily the Durported Cost

Testing by causing the supplier invoices to be checked to determine whether the

neraon responsible for camying oul the Purported Cost Testing had i fact checked

the sunplier invoices:

naly  in failling to identify the matiers nieaded in (5D — (v} above, Mr While:

1. did not adenuately review workpaper 23401AL tab 6 despite being dentified in

Neloitte’s audit software as having reviewed the workpaper and

4.2, did not cause chacks of the kind described in (vi) above 1o be undertaken

with respect to the Purporied Cost Testing,

(e) failed to design and implement adequate testing of the age of stock and the
appropriateness of the obsolescence percentages by reference to stock turnover, volume
of stock on hand, and broader industry factors in order to obtain reasonable assurance
as to whether the Inventory Practices and Effects complied with Australian Accounting
Standards (ASA 330 paragraph 21, A1, Ad, A19);

()] by reason of the failures pleaded in sub-parégraphs (a)-(e) above failed to gather
sufficient appropriate audit evidence in order to enable Deloitte to express an opinion on
whether the assumptions and methodology applied by management in determining the
provision in respect of inventory in the FY14 Financial Statements complied with AASB
102, in circumstances where Deloitte had identified inventory provisioning as a key area
of risk in the FY14 Audit (ASA 200 paragraphs 5, 7, 17; ASA 330 paragraphs 3, 5-7, ASA
540 paragraphs 6,13, 15); '

(g) by reason of having failed to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence in respect of the
assumptions and methodology applied by management in determining inventory
provisions in the FY14 Financial Statements so as to reduce audit risk to an acceptably

low level:

3463-8671-4382v1 199



(h)

(n)

(0)

(P)

(i)  failed to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the FY 14 Financial Statements
as a whole were free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error (ASA
200 paragraph 5 and 17);

(i)  was unable to draw reasonable conclusions on which to base the auditor’s opinion
on whether the FY14 Financial Statements were prepared, in all material respects,
in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework, and to report on the
FY14 Financial Statements in accordance with the auditor's findings (ASA 200

paragraphs 11 and 17);

in circumstances where Deloitte had not obtained sufficient appropriate audit evidence in
respect of DSH’s provisioning for inventory in the FY14 Financial Statements, failed to
express a modified opinion on the FY14 Financial Statements (ASA 330 paragraphs 26-
27, ASA 260 paragraph A18; ASA 705 paragraphs 7, 9-10);

failed properly to apply the requirements of AASB 102 to such audit evidence as Deloitte
obtained in assessing the issue of whether the inventory provisions in the FY 14 Financial
Statements complied with AASB 102 (ASA 200 paragraph 11);

failed to perform adequate audit procedures to evaluate whether the overall presentation
of the financial report was in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework
(ASA 330 paragraph 24) and to evaluate whether the assessments of risks of material
misstatement at the assertion level remained appropriate (ASA 330 paragraph 25):

failed to require management to account for the carrying value of inventory in accordance

with Australian Accounting Standards;

failed to quantify or estimate the extent of the misstatement in the FY14 Financial
Statements as a result of the Inventory Practices and Effects; and / or

did not express the opinion pleaded above at paragraph 446.

449 In the premises, Deloitte failed to act as a Reasonable Auditor.

- F.6.5.

FY14 Audit in relation to the accounting treatment of Volume Rebates and O&A
Rebates

450 By the time of delivery to DSH of the FY 14 Audit Report, Deloitte knew or ought to have known
that DSH's accounting treatment of Volume Rebates and O&A Rebates was as pleaded above

at Part C.3 in respect of FY 14 because:
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(a) Deloitte was provided with documents and information as to DSH’s accounting treatment
of Volume Rebates and O&A Rebates in the course of the FY14 Audit;

Particulars

Email from Damien Cork of Deloitte to Mr Potts, copied to Nigel Mills of DSH and to Mr
White of Deloitte, sent on Monday 26 May 2014, entitled ‘Dick Smith. O&A Rebates’
(DSE.003.054.4114)

Email from Mr Potts to Mr White of Deloitte, copied to Damien Cork of Deloitte, sent on
Friday 6 June 2014, entitled ‘RE:O&A’ (DSE.003.054.0824), attaching two papers,
entitled:

e ‘Position Paper— Vendor Rebates - Profit/Loss and Balance Sheet Recognition,
dated 28 May 2014 and prepared by Nigel Mills of DSH’ (DSE.003.054.0826)

e ‘Vendor Rebates — O&A’ (DSE.003.054.0826)

Email from Damien Cork of Deloitte to Mr Potts, copied to Nigel Mills of DSH and to Mr
White of Deloitte, sent on Tuesday 10 June 2014, entitled °‘RE: O&A”
(DSE.003.053.9575).

(b) Deloitte was previously made aware of and had regard to the accounting treatment of
rebates by DSH;

Particulars
FY14 Audit Strategy Presentation, page 11.
FY14 FAC Report, section 3.3, page 11.

(c) Deloitte identified DSH’s accounting treatment of rebates as a key area of focus in the
FY14 Audit;

Particulars

FY14 FAC Report, section 3.3. See also working paper 23303 "Memo Vendor receivables
and disputed claims” (DEL.001.001.3973), which identifies rebates as a significant risk,
and O&A rebates as the riskiest type of rebate.
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(d) a Reasonable Auditor carrying out the FY14 Audit, having been provided with the
documents to which Deloitte had access, and having been made aware of DSH’'s

accounting treatment of rebates as set out above at (a)-(c), would have:

(i

(ii)

(iif)

(iv)

designed and implemented an appropriate testing strategy in respect of
management’s assumptions and methodology with respect to rebates;

requested, to the extent necessary, if any, further information to ascertain the

accounting treatment of the Volume Rebates and O&A Rebates;

evaluated whether DSH’s accounting treatment of Volume Rebates and O&A
Rebates was appropriate, including considering whether the accounting treatment

was in accordance with Australian Accounting Standards; and

concluded that the accounting treatment and its effects were as pleaded in Part C.3
in respect of FY14.

Particulars

A Reasonable Auditor would have, in the course of the FY14 Audit:

(@)

(b)

3463-8671-4382v1

obtained a sufficient understanding of the different categories of rebates and the
basis and application of the accounting treatment of the Volume Rebates and O&A

Rebates;

obtained sufficient appropriate audit evidence to reduce audit risk to an acceptably
low level and thereby enable Deloitte to draw reasonable conclusions on which to
base its opinion, as required by ASA 200 paragraph 17;

considered the relevance and reliability of the information to be used as audit
evidence, as required by ASA 500 paragraph 7;

when using information provided by DSH, evaluated whether the information was
sufficiently reliable for Deloitte’s purposes, as required by ASA 500 paragraph 9;

applied an adequate level of professional scepticism when considering the validity
of DSH’s arrangements in respect of the Volume Rebates and O&A Rebates,
particularly in light of the informality of the relevant arrangements;

determined whether it was necessary to disclose in the FY14 Financial Statements
the different categories of rebates and the accounting treatment of the Volume
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(9)

Rebates and O&A Rebates, by reason of the fact that these were significant

accounting policies relevant to understanding the financial statements;

determined whether the accounting treatment of the Volume Rebates and O&A

Rebates complied with Australian Accounting Standards by:

(i)

(i)
(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

obtaining a sufficient understanding of the different categories of rebates and

the processes for dealing with rebates;
ascertaining the level of risk relating to the accounting treatment of rebates;

having regard to the level of risk, designing testing work to consider an
appropriately sized sample that takes account of the different providers of
rebates;

obtaining, in respect of the rebates within that sample, evidence of the nature
of any marketing and promotional support, the terms and conditions of such
support, or whether those terms and conditions had been fulfilled, in order to
form a view whether it was appropriate for such rebates to be taken up in profits

in the reporting period;

making enquiries of management as to whether the services to be provided in
exchange for the rebate had been fully provided by DSH; and

considering whether there was a basis for relying on the systems and

processes used to determine whether rebates were included in profits;

performed testing on those accounts affected by the Volume Rebates and O&A

Rebates to gain reasonable assurance the rebates were accounted for as

represented by management and attempted to quantify or estimate any

misstatement in the event that management refused or failed to alter the accounting

treatment adopted by DSH to conform with the correct accounting treatment
pleaded in Part C.3 in respect of FY14.

451 The FY14 Audit Report did not conclude or express the opinion that the accounting treatment
of the Volume Rebates and/or O&A Rebates:

(a) needed to be disclosed in the financial reports of DSH;

(b) meant the FY14 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial

position and performance of DSH and the DSH Group;
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(c)

(d)

meant that the FY14 Financial Statements did not comply with the Australian Accounting
Standards;

caused the FY14 Financial Statements to be materially misstated.

452 This was despite the fact that, for the reasons pleaded above at Part C.3 in respect of FY 14,
the accounting treatment of the Volume Rebates and/or O&A Rebates:

453

(@)

(b) .

(c)

(d)

needed to be disclosed in the financial reports of DSH;

meant the FY14 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial
position and performance of DSH and the DSH Group; '

meant that the FY14 Fiannscial-Financial Statements did not comply with the Australian

Accounting Standards; and

caused the FY14 Financial Statements to be materially misstated.

Nowtithstanding the matters pleaded at Part C.3 in respect of FY14, which Deloitte knew or
ought to have known for the reasons pleaded and particularised above at paragraph 450,
Deloitte:

(a)

(c)

{ch)

failed to obtain an understanding of the application of accounting policies by DSH in
respect of rebates, sufficient to evaluate whether those policies were appropriate for its
business and consistent with the applicable financial reporting framework (ASA 315

paragraph 11);

failed to obtain a sufficient understanding of the accounting treatment of the Volume
Rebates and O&A Rebates (ASA 200, paragraphs 7, 15, A18-A22);

failed adequately to evaluate whether the accounting treatment of the Volume Rebates
and/or O&A Rebates was consistent with the applicable financial reporting framework and
accounting policies used in the relevant industry (ASA 315 paragraph 11);

failed lo project errors or misstatements identified in their tes sting of samples (ASA 530,

failed adequately to perform audit procedures so as to evaluate whether the overall
presentation of the FY14 Financial -Statements, including in respect of the accounting
treatment of the Volume Rebates and/or O&A Rebates was in accordance with the
applicable financial reporting framework (ASA 330 paragraph 24);
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(e) failed properly to apply the requirements of AASB 101, AASB 102 and/or AASB 108 to
such audit evidence as Deloitte obtained in assessing the issue of whether the accounting
treatment of the Volume Rebates and O&A Rebates in the FY14 Financial Statements
complied with AASB 101, AASB 102 and/or AASB 108 (ASA 200 paragraph 8; ASA 210
paragraph 6; ASA 700 paragraph 12);

(f) failed to perform appropriate risk assessment procedures (including enquiries of DSH
personnel, analytical procedures and observation and inspection) sufficient to provide a
basis for the identification and assessment of risks of material misstatement at the
financial report level, and to provide a basis for designing and performing further audit
procedures (ASA 315 paragraphs 5-6, paragraphs 25-26);

(g) failed to design and perform audit procedures that were appropriate in the circumstances
for the purpose of obtaining sufficient appropriate audit evidence in respect of the
recording, calculation and recognition of rebates in the FY14 Financial Statements (ASA
500 paragraphs 4, 6, A1- A25),

(h) failed to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence regarding the assessed risks of
material misstatement (one of the key areas of risk identified by Deloitte being the
recording of rebates in the FY14 Financial Statements), through designing and
implementing appropriate responses to those risks (ASA 330 paragraphs 3, 5-7);

() by reason of having failed to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence in respect of the

recording of rebates so as to reduce audit risk to an acceptably low level:

(i) failed to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the FY14 Financial Statements
as a whole were free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error
(ASA 200 paragraph 5); and

(i) was unable to draw reasonable conclusions on which to base the auditor’s opinion
on whether the FY14 Financial Statements were prepared, in all material respects,
in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework, and to report on
the FY14 Financial Statements in accordance with the auditor’s findings (ASA 200
paragraphs 11, 17); '

)  in circumstances where Deloitte had not obtained sufficient appropriate audit evidence in
respect of the recording of rebates in the FY14 Financial Statements, failed to express a
modified opinion on the FY14 Financial Statements (ASA 330 paragraphs 26-27; ASA
705 paragraphs 7, 9-10);
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(k)

()

(m)

(n)

failed to perform adequate audit procedures to evaluate whether the overall presentation
of the financial report was in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework
(ASA 330 paragraph 24) and to evaluate whether the assessments of risks of material
misstatement at the assertion level remained appropriate (ASA 330 paragraph 25);

did not require management to account for Volume Rebates or O&A Rebates in
accordance with Australian Accounting Standards:

did not quantify or estimate the extent of the misstatement in the FY14 Financial
Statements as a result of the accounting treatment of rebates; and / or

did not express the opinion pleaded above at paragraph 451.

454 In the premises, Deloitte failed to act as a Reasonable Auditor.

F.6.6. Effect of Deloitte’s failures in carrying out the FY14 Audit

455 Deloitte's failures in carrying out the FY14 Audit, as set out above at paragraphs 448 to 449 and
453 to 454, both individually and cumulatively meant that Deloitte:

(@)

(b)

(c)

(ii)

did not conduct the audit of DSH’s FY14 Financial Statements in accordance with the
Auditing Standards;

did not conduct the FY14 Audit in accordance with Deloitte’s. auditing obligations as

pleaded above at Part F.2;
did not exercise reasonable care and skill in performing the FY14 Audit;

did not have reasonable grounds for believing that the audit evidence Deloitte obtained to
carry out the FY14 Audit was sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for its audit

opinion; and

did not have reasonable grounds for the opinion that the FY14 Financial Statements were

in accordance with the CA, including:

giving a true and fair view of the consolidated entity’s financial position as at
28 June 2014 and of its performance for the year ending on that date; and

complied with the Australian Accounting Standards and the Corporations

Regulations 2001.

F.6.7. FY15 Audit in relation to inventory provisions
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456 By the time of delivery to DSH of the FY15 Audit Report, Deloitte knew or ought to have known
of the Inventory Practices and Effects as pleaded in Part C.2 in respect of FY15, because:

- (a)

(b)

(d)

Deloitte was provided with documents and information as to DSH's Inventory Practices
and Effects;

Particulars
The particulars to paragraph 445(a) above are repeated.

20 May 2014 email from DSH to Deloitte, attaching a position paper on inventory
provisions (DSE.002.016.5847, DSE.002.016.5849)

Deloitte was previously made aware of and had had regard to DSH’s inventory

provisioning;

Particulars
The particulars to paragraph 445(b) above are repeated.
FY14 FAC Report, section 3.2.

See also Deloitte working paper 23403 “Inventory Obsolescence Memo”
(DEL.001.001.4003) demonstrating Deloitte’s understanding of DSH’s methodology for
stock obsolescence at year end.

Deloitte identified DSH’s inventory provisions as a key area of focus in the FY15 Audit;
Particulars

Deloitte presentation to DSH entitled “External audit strategy for the year ending 28
June 2015” (FY15 Audit Strategy Presentation) (DSE.003.043.8812), page 8.

FY15 FAC Report, page 9.

a Reasonable Auditor in the position of Deloitte, carrying out the FY15 Audit, having been
provided with the documents to which Deloitte had access, and having been made aware

of DSH’s accounting treatment of inventory as set out above at (a)-(c), would have:

(i) recognised that inventory provisioning was an area of high risk for DSH, given that
the nature of the consumer electronics market is such that there is an ongoing risk

of inventory obsolescence;
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(ii)

(iif)

(iv)

(v)

designed and implemented an appropriate testing strategy in respect of
management’s assumptions and methodology with respect to inventory provisioning
in order to ascertain the nature and extent of any material misstatement in the

carrying value of inventory;

requested, to the extent necessary, if any, further information to ascertain the

Inventory Practices and Effects;

evaluated whether DSH's management's assumptions and methodology with
respect to inventory provisioning were appropriate, including considering whether
DSH's failure to write down inventory and DSH's inventory management and

accounting practices were in accordance with the Australian Accounting Standards;

concluded that the Inventory Practices and Effects were as pleaded above at Part
C.2 in respect of FY15.

Particulars

A Reasonable Auditor would have, in the course of the FY14 Audit, taken the steps

particularised at paragraph 427 above.

457 - The FY15 Audit Report did not conclude or express the opinion that the Inventory Practices and
Effects:

(@)
(b)

()

(d)

needed to disclosed in the financial reports of DSH;

meant the FY15 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial

position and performance of DSH and the DSH Group;

meant that the FY15 Financial Statements did not comply with the Australian Accounting
Standards;

caused the FY15 Financial Statements to be materially misstated.

458 This was despite the fact that, for the reasons pleaded above at Part C.2 in respect of FY15,

the Inventory Practices and Effects:

(@)
(b)

needed to be disclosed in the financial reports of DSH;

meant the FY15 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial
position and performance of DSH and the DSH Group;
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(¢) meant that the FY15 Financial Statements did not comply with the Australian Accounting
Standards; and

(d) caused the FY15 Financial Statements to be materially misstated.

459 Notwithstanding the matters pleaded atPart C.2 in respect of FY15, which Deloitte knew or
ought to have known for the reasons pleaded above at paragraph 456, Deloitte:

(a) failed to obtain an adequate understanding of the application of accounting policies by
DSH in respect of inventory provisioning, sufficient to evaluate whether those policies
were ap'propriate for its business and consistent with the applicable financial reporting
framework (ASA 315 paragraph 11);

(b) failed to obtain a sufficient understanding of the assumptions and methodology applied
by DSH management in determining inventory provisions, including by failing to apply an
adequate level of professional scepticism to the information produced by DSH, and the
assumptions and methodology applied by management in determining inventory
provisions in the FY15 Financial Statements (ASA 200, paragraphs 7, 15, A18-A22; ASA
540, paragraphs 8, 18),

(c) failed to perform appropriate risk assessment procedures (including enquiries of DSH
personnel, analytical procedures and observation and inspection) sufficient to provide a
basis for the identification and assessment of risks of material misstatement at the
financial report level, and to provide a basis for designing and performing further audit
procedures in respect of inventory provisions (ASA 315 paragraphs 5-6, 25-26; ASA 540
paragraphs 10-12);

(d)  having determined that there was a significant risk of material misstatement in respect of
inventory provisions in the FY15 Financial Statements, failed to perform substantive
procedures that are specifically responsive to that risk, including for the purpose of
obtaining sufficient appropriate audit evidence in respect of the assumptions and
methodology applied by management in determining inventory provisions in the FY15
Financial Statements (ASA 330 paragraphs 21, A1, A4, A19; ASA 500 paragraphs 6, A1-
A3, A10, A14-A15);
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(e) failed to design and implement adequate testing of the age of stock and the
appropriateness of the obsolescence percentages by reference to stock turnover, volume
of stock on hand, and broader industry factors in order to obtain reasonable assurance
as to whether the Inventory Practices and Effects complied with Australian Accounting
Standards (ASA 330 paragraph 21, A1, A4, A19);

4] by reason of the failures pleaded in sub-paragraphs (a)-(e) above failed to gather
sufficient appropriate audit evidence in order to enable Deloitte to express an opinion on
whether the assumptions and methodology applied by management in determining the
provision in respect of inventory in the FY15 Financial Statements complied with AASB
102, in circumstances where Deloitte had identified inventory provisioning as a key area
of risk in the FY15 Audit (ASA 200 paragraphs 5, 7, 17;: ASA 330 paragraphs 3, 5-7, ASA
540 paragraphs 6, 13, 15);

(9) by reason of having failed to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence in respect of the
assumptions and methodology applied by management in determining inventory
provisions in FY15 Financial Statements so as to reduce audit risk to an acceptably low

level:

() failed to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the FY15 Financial Statements
as a whole were free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error (ASA
200 paragraph 5 and 17);

(i) was unable to draw reasonable conclusions on which to base the auditor's opinion
on whether the FY15 Financial Statements were prepared, in all material respects,
in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework, and to report on the
FY15 Financial Statements in accordance with the auditor's findings (ASA 200

paragraphs 11 and 17);

(h)  in circumstances where Deloitte had not obtained sufficient appropriate audit evidence in
respect of DSH’s provisioning for inventory in the FY15 Financial Statements, failed to
express a modified opinion on the FY15 Financial Statements (ASA 330 paragraphs 26-
27; ASA 260 paragraph A18; ASA 705 paragraphs 7, 9-10);

(q) failed properly to apply the requirements of AASB 102 to such audit evidence as Deloitte
obtained in assessing the issue of whether the inventory provisions in the FY15 Financial
Statements complied with AASB 102 (ASA 200 paragraph 11);
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(r)

()

(u)

failed to perform adequate audit procedures to evaluate whether the overall presentation
of the financial report was in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework
(ASA 330 paragraph 24) and to evaluate whether the assessments of risks of material
misstatement at the assertion level remained appropriate (ASA 330 paragraph 25),

did not require management to account for the carrying value of inventory in accordance

with Australian Accounting Standards;

did not quantify or estimate the extent of the misstatement in the FY15 Financial
Statements as a result of the Inventory Practices and Effects; and / or

did not express the opinion pleaded above at paragraph 457.

460 In the premises, Deloitte failed to act as a Reasonable Auditor.

F.6.8.

FY15 Audit in relation to the accounting treatment of Switched Invoice Rebates,
Volume Rebates and O&A Rebates

461 By the time of delivery to DSH of the FY 15 Audit Report, Deloitte knew or ought to have known
that DSH’s accounting treatment of Switched Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates and O&A

Rebates was as pleaded above at Part C.3 in respect of FY15 because:

(a)

(b)

Deloitte was previously made aware of and had regard to to DSH'’s accounting treatment
of Switched Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates and O&A Rebates;

Particulars
The particulars to paragraphs 450(a) and 450(b)above are repeated.

Deloitte identified DSH’s accounting treatment of rebates as a key area of focus in the
FY15 Audit;

Particulars
FY15 Audit Strategy Presentation, page 8.
FY15 FAC Report, page 10.

Working paper 23303 “‘Memo - Vendor receivables and disputed claims”
(DEL.001.002.1449) page 5, identifying that O&A rebates were an area of “significant risk”
in the FY15 Financial Statements.
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(c) aReasonable Auditor in the position of Deloitte, carrying out the FY15 Audit, having been
provided with the documents to which Deloitte had access, and having been made aware
of DSH’s accounting treatment of rebates as set out above at (a)-(b), would have:

(i)

(iv)

designed and implemented an appropriate tésting strategy in respect of
management’'s assumptions and methodology with respect to rebates:

requested, to the extent necessary, if any, further information to ascertain the
accounting treatment of the Switched Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates and Q&A

Rebates;

evaluated whether DSH'’s accounting treatment of Switched Invoice Rebates,
Volume Rebates and O&A Rebates was appropriate, including considering whether
the accounting treatment was in accordance with the Australian Accounting
Standards;

concluded that the accounting treatment and its effects were as pleaded in Part C.3

in respect of FY15.

Particulars

A Reasonable Auditor would have, in the course of the FY15 Audit, taken the steps

particularised at paragraph 450 above.

462 The FY15 Audit Report did not conclude or express the opinion that the accounting treatment
of the Switched Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates and/or O&A Rebates:

(@) needed to be disclosed in the financial reports of DSH;

(b) meant the FY15 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial
position and performance of DSH and the DSH Group;

() meant that the FY15 Financial Statements did not comply with the Australian Accounting
Standards;

(d) caused the FY15 Financial Statements to be materially misstated.

463 This was despite the fact that, for the reasons pleaded above at Part C.3 in respect of FY15,
the accounting treatment of the Switched Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates and/or O&A

Rebates:
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(@)

(d)

needed to be disclosed in the financial reports of DSH;

meant the FY15 Financial Statements did not give a true and fair view of the financial

position and performance of DSH and the DSH Group;

meant that the FY15 Financial Statements did not comply with the Australian Accounting
Standards; and

caused the FY15 Financial Statements to be materially misstated.

464 Notwithstanding the matters pleaded at Part C.3 in respect of FY15, which Deloitte knew or

ought to have known for the reasons pleaded and particularised above at paragraph 461,
Deloitte:

(@

(b)

(c)

(@)

(e)

failed to obtain an understanding of the application of accounting policies by. DSH in
respect of rebates, sufficient to evaluate whether those policies were appropriate for its
business and consistent with the applicable financial reporting framework (ASA 315
paragraph 11);

failed to obtain a sufficient understanding of the accounting treatment of the Switched
Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates and O&A Rebates (ASA 200, paragraphs 7, 15, A18-
A22);

failed adequately to evaluate whether the accounting treatment of the Switched Invoice
Rebates, Volume Rebates and/or O&A Rebates was consistent with the applicable
financial reporting framework and accounting policies used in the relevant industry (ASA
315 paragraph 11);

failed adequately to perform audit procedures so as to evaluate whether the overall
presentation of the FY15 Financial Statements, including in respect of the accounting
treatment of the Switched Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates and/or O&A Rebates was in
accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework (ASA 330 paragraph 24);

failed properly to apply the requirements of AASB 101, AASB 102 and/or AASB 108 to
such audit evidence as Deloitte obtained in assessing the issue of whether the accounting
treatment of the Switched Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates and O&A Rebates in the
FY15 Financial Statements complied with AASB 101, AASB 102 and/or AASB 108 (ASA
200 paragraph 8; ASA 210 paragraph 6; ASA 700 paragraph 12); '
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(f) failed to perform appropriate risk assessment procedures (including enquiries of DSH
personnel, analytical procedures and observation and inspection) sufficient to provide a
basis for the identification and assessment of risks of material misstatement at the
financial report level, and to provide a basis for designing and performing further audit
procedures (ASA 315 paragraphs 5-6, paragraphs 25-26);

(9) failed to design and perform audit procedures that were appropriate in the circumstances
for the purpose of obtaining sufficient appropriate audit evidence in respect of the
recording, calculation and recognition of rebates in the FY15 Financial Statements, and
in order to obtain reasonable assurance whether the accounting treatment of the Switched
Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates and O&A Rebates complied with Australian Accounting
Standards (ASA 500 paragraphs 4, 6, A1- A25);

(h) failed to determine an appropriate approach to sampling to reduce sampling risk to an
acceptably low level (ASA 530 paragraph 7, A10-A1 1);

()  failed adequately to perform audit procedures on each item selected as part of the audit
sample conducted in carrying out the FY15 Audit (ASA 530 paragraph 9), including failing
to test a random, systematic or haphazard selection or a representative sample of entries
in DSH’s accounts, and failing to test samples based on larger value items (ASA 530

paragraph A13);

()  failed to test the appropriateness of journal entries recorded in the general ledger (ASA
240 paragraphs 32, A41-A44);

(k) failed to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence regarding the assessed risks of
material misstatement (one of the key areas of risk identified by Deloitte being the
_recording of rebates in the FY15 Financial Statements), through designing and
implementing appropriate responses to those risks (ASA 330 paragraphs 3, 5-7);

() by reason of having failed to obtain sufficient appropriate audit evidence in respect of the
recording of rebates so as to reduce audit risk to an acceptably low level:

()  failed to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the FY15 Financial Statements
as a whole were free from material misstatement, whether due to fraud or error
(ASA 200 paragraph 5): and

(ify  was unable to draw reasonable conclusions on which to base the auditor's opinion
on whether the FY15 Financial Statements were prepared, in all material respects,
in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework, and to report on
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(m)

(0)

(P)

(@

the FY15 Financial Statements in accordance with the auditor's findings (ASA 200
paragraphs 11, 17);

in circumstances where Deloitte had not obtained sufficient appropriate audit evidence in
respect of the recording of rebates in the FY15 Financial Statements, failed to express a
modified opinion on the FY15 Financial Statements (ASA 330 paragraphs 26-27, ASA
705 paragraphs 7, 9-10);

failed to perform adequate audit procedures to evaluate whether the overall presentation
of the financial report was in accordance with the applicable financial reporting framework
(ASA 330 paragraph 24) and to evaluate whether the assessments of risks of material
misstatement at the assertion level remained appropriate (ASA 330 paragraph 25);

did not require management to account for Switched Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates
and O&A Rebates in accordance with Australian Accounting Standards;

did not quantify or estimate the extent of the misstatement in the FY15 Financial

Statements as a result of the accounting treatment of rebates; and/or

did not express the opinion pleaded above at paragraph 462.

465 In the premises, Deloitte failed to act as a Reasonable Auditor.

F.6.9. Effect of Deloitte’s FY2015 failures

466 Deloitte’s failures in carrying out the FY15 Audit, as set out above at paragraphs 459 to 460 and

464 to 465, both individuélly and cumulatively, meant that Deloitte:

(a)

(b)

()

(d)

did not conduct an audit of DSH’'s FY15 Financial Statements in accordance with the
Auditing Standards;

did not conduct the FY15 Audit in accordance with Deloitte’s auditing obligations as
pleaded above at Part F.2;

did not exercise reasonable care and skill in performing the FY15 Audit;

did not have reasonable grounds for believing that the audit evidence Deloitte obtained to
carry out the FY15 Audit was sufficient and appropriate to provide a basis for its audit

opinion;
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F.7.

F.7.1.

467

468

(e) did not have reasonable grbunds for the opinion that the FY 15 Financial Statements were

in accordance with the CA, including:

(i) giving a true and fair view of the consolidated entity’s financial position as at 28 June
2015 and of its performance for the year ended on that date; and

(i) complying with the Australian Accounting Standards and the Corporations
Regulations 2001.

DELOITTE’S CONTRAVENTIONS

Deloitte’s FY13 Contraventions

By authorising the inclusion of the FY13 Audit Report in the FY13 Financial Statements and
thereby publishing the FY13 Audit Report, and by making Deloitte’s FY13 Express
Representations and Deloitte’s FY13 Implied Representations, Deloitte, on one or more or all

of those occasions, engaged in conduct:

(@) in relation to a financial product or a financial service within the meaning of s 1041H of
the CA; and/or

(b) in trade or commerce within the meaning of section 18 of the Australian Consumer Law;

and/or

(c) intrade or commerce and in relation to financial services within the meaning of s 12DA of
the ASIC Act.

Further, or in the alternative, by authorising the inclusion of the FY13 Audit Report in the FY13
Financial Statements and thereby publishing the FY13 Audit Report, and by making Deloitte's
FY13 Express Representations and Deloitte’'s FY13 Implied Representations, Deloitte, on one

or more or all of those occasions, made representations:

(@) in connection with the supply of services, being the services supplied by Deloitte in
performing the FY13 Audit, that those services were of a particular standard or quality,
within the meaning of s 29(1)(b) of the ACL; and/or

(b) in connection with the supply of financial services, being the services supplied by Deloitte
in performing the FY13 Audit, that those services were of a particular standard or quality,
within the meaning of s 12DB(1)(a) of the ASIC Act.

Particulars
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469

470

471

The services being supplied by Deloitte were its services as auditor of DSSH.

Deloitte’s FY13 Express Representations, being representations that Deloitte had
conducted the FY13 Audit in accordance with, inter alia, applicable Auditing Standards,
were representations regarding the standard or quality of Deloitte’s services as an auditor
in respect of the FY13 Audit engagement.l

Deloitte’ FY13 Implied Representations, being representations that Deloitte had exercised
reasonable care and skill in performing the FY13 Audit, were representations regarding
the standard or quality of Deloitte’s services as an auditor in respect of the FY13 Audit

engagement.

Deloitte’'s FY13 Express Representations were misleading or deceptive in contravention of
s 1041H of the CA, s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DA of the ASIC Act,
because, for the reasons pleaded at paragraphs 430 to 431, 436 to 437 and/or 442 to 443, the
FY13 Audit was not conducted in accordance with the Auditing Standards.

Particulars
Parts F.6.1, F.6.2 and F.6.3 are repeated.

Deloitte’'s FY13 Express Representations were false or misleading, in contravention of
s 29(1)(a) of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DB(1)(b) of the ASIC Act, because, for
the reasons pleaded at paragraphs 430 to 431, 436 to 437 and/or 442 to 443, the FY13 Audit
was not conducted in accordance with the Auditing Standards.

Particulars
Parts F.6.1, F.6.2 and F.6.3 are repeated.

Deloitte’'s FY13 Implied Representations were misleading or deceptive in contravention of _
s 1041H of the CA, s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DA of the ASIC Act,
because, for the reasons pleaded at paragraph 444:

(@) Deloitte’s FY13 Express Representations were not the product of Deloitte having
conducted its FY13 Audit in accordance with Deloitte’s auditing obligations as pleaded
above at Parts F.2;

(b) Deloitte’s FY13 Express Representations were not the product of Deloitte having

exercised reasonable care and skill in performing the FY13 Audit;
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472

473

474

(c) there were no reasonable grounds for making Deloitte’s FY13 Express Representations.
Particulars
Parts F.6.1, F.6.2 and F.6.3 are repeated.

Deloitte's FY13 Implied Representations were false or misleading, in contravention of s 29(1)(b)
of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DB(1)(a) of the ASIC Act, because, for the reasons
pleaded at paragraph 444, the FY13 Audit was not performed with reasonable care and skill.

Particulars
Parts F.6.1, F.6.2 and F.6.3 are repeated.
Mr White authorised the issuance and the publication of the FY13 Audit Report.
Particulars

Mr White's authorisation is implied from his acceptance of his role as the lead
auditor of the FY13 Audit and from his signing of the FY13 Audit Report,
addressed to the members of DSSH,

By authorising the issuing and publishing of the FY13 Audit Report, Mr White made statements,
or dlssemlnated information, being Deloitte’s FY13 Express Representations and Deloitte's

FY13 Implied Representations, which:
(@) were false in a material particular or materially misleading;
Particulars
Parts F.6.1, F.6.2 and F.6.3 are repeated.

(b)  were likely to induce, directly or indirectly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire
shares in DSH following the initial public offering of DSH shares:

Particulars

The plaintiffs and Group Members were likely to become aware of Deloitte’s FY13
Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY13 Implied Representations, being statements
made, or information disseminated by, Mr White, in the following way:
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(a) by obtaining the FY13 Audit Report through ASIC’s website or by otherwise obtaining
a copy of the FY13 Audit Report from ASIC;

(b) by obtaining the FY13 Audit Report from DSH;
(c) by obtaining DSSH's FY13 Financial Statements;

(d) by their financial advisors obtaining the FY13 Audit Report (whether from ASIC or
DSH) or DSSH’s FY13 Financial Statements;

(e) by stockbrokers obtaining the FY13 Audit Report (whether from ASIC or DSH) or
DSSH’s FY13 Financial Statements.

Deloitte’s FY13 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY13 Implied Representations
were likely to be, and were, material to the plaintiffs and Group Members, being persons

interested in acquiring shares in DSH, following the initial public offering of DSH shares.

For example, persons interested in acquiring shares in DSH were likely to be induced to
do so by Deloitte’s FY13 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY13 Implied
Representations, which were to the effect that:

(a) the FY13 Financial Statements were the subject of an audit carried out in accordance
with the Auditing Standards;

(b) Deloitte was of the opinion that the FY13 Financial Statements were prepared in
accordance with the CA, including:

() giving a true and fair view of the Group'’s financial position as at 30 June 2013 and
of its performance for the period ended on that date, and

(i) complying with Australian Accounting Standards and the Corporations
Regulations 2001; and

(c) that opinion was:

(i) the product of Deloitte having conducted the FY13 Audit in accordance with
Deloitte’s auditing obligations;

(i) the product of Deloitte having exercised reasonable care and skill in performing
the FY13 Audit; and

(iii) based on reasonable grounds.
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(c)

Further particulars may be provided after evidence.

further, or in the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,
maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH shares on the ASX, following the
initial public offering of DSH shares.

Particulars
The particulars to paragraphs 504 and 505 below are repeated.

Further particulars may be provided following discovery and evidence.

475 Mr White authorised the issuing and publishing of the FY13 Audit Report which contained
representations, namely Deloitte’s FY13 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY13 Implied

Representations.

Particulars

The particulars fo paragraphs 415, 416 and 473 are repeated.

476 Mr White ought reasonably to have known that those representations were false in a material

particular or materially misleading because:

(a)
(b)
(€)
(d)

(e)

()

(9)

Mr White was an experienced auditor;

Mr White knew and understood the Auditing Standards:

Mr White read and signed the FY13 Audit Report:

Mr White was the lead audit partner in charge of the FY13 Audit:

as the lead audit partner, Mr White had access to Deloitte’s audit file for the FY13 Audit,
including all of Deloitte’s working papers and all information provided to Deloitte as part
of the FY13 Audit, including the information pleaded at paragraph 427 above;

as the lead audit partner, Mr White had a responsibility to supervise those persons
assisting him with the FY13 Audit;

those persons assisting Mr White with the audit had an obligation to provide him with all
information and take all steps necessary for him to ensure, pursuant to his obligations
under s 307A(2) of the CA, that the audit was conducted in accordance with the Auditing
Standards;

3463-8671-4382v1 220



(i)

)

(k)

as lead audit partner, Mr White was obliged to ensure that the FY13 Audit was conducted
in accordance with the Auditing Standards under s 307(2) of the CA;

had Mr White discharged his duty to ensure that the FY13 Audit was conducted in
accordance with the Auditing Standards, he would have ascertained that the Inventory
Practices and Effects were as pleaded in Part C.2 in respect of FY13 for the reasons
pleaded at paragraph 427,

had Mr White discharged his duty to ensure that the FY13 Audit was conducted in
accordance with the Auditing Standards, he would therefore have formed the view that
the FY13 Financial Statements were not prepared in accordance with the Australian

Accounting Standards;

by reason of the matters pleaded in sub-paragraphs (a)-(j) above, Mr White ought
reasonably to have known that the FY13 Financial Statements were not prepared in
accordance with the Australian Accounting Standards and, therefore, that Deloitte’s FY13
Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY13 Implied Representations were false in a

material particular or materially misleading.

477 Further or in the alternative, Mr White ought to have known that Deloitte’s FY13 Express

Representations and Deloitte’s FY13 Implied Representations were false in a material particular

or materially misleading because:

(@)

(b)

(f)

Mr White was an experienced auditor,

Mr White knew and understood the Auditing Standards;

Mr White read and signed the FY 13 Audit Report;

Mr White was the lead audit partner in charge of the FY13 Audit;

as the lead audit partner, Mr White had access to Deloitte’s audit file for the FY13 Audit,
including all of Deloitte’s working papers and all information provided to Deloitte as part
of the FY13 Audit, including the information pleaded at paragraph 427 above; .

as the lead audit partner, Mr White had a responsibility to supervise those persons
assisting him with the FY13 Audit;
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(@) those persons assisting Mr White with the audit had an obligation to provide him with all
information and take all steps necessary for him to ensure, pursuant to his obligations

under s 307A(2) of the CA, that the audit was conducted in accordance with the Auditing
Standards;

(h)  Mr White ought reasonably to have tested and reviewed the audit processes followed by
Deloitte in respect of the FY13 Audit;

() by reason of the matters pleaded in sub-paragraphs (a)-(h) above and by reason of his
role in relation to the FY13 Audit, and his sighificant expertise and experience as an
auditor, Mr White ought reasonably to have known of the deficiencies in Deloitte’s conduct
of the FY13 Audit as pleaded at paragraphs 430, 431, 436, 437, 442 and 443 above;

() by reason of the matters pleaded in sub-paragraph (i) above, Mr White ought reasonably
to have known that the FY13 Audit was not conducted in accordance with the Auditing

Standards and therefore that:

()  Deloitte’'s FY13 Express - Representations and Deloitte’s FY13 Implied
Representations were not the product of Deloitte having conducted the FY13 Audit
in accordance with Deloitte’s auditing obligations as pleaded above at Parts F.2 and

F.3;

(i)  those representations were not the product of Deloitte having exercised reasonable
care and skill in performing the FY13 Audit; and

(i) there were not reasonable grounds for making Deloitte’s FY13 Express
Representations and Deloitte’s FY 13 Implied Representations.

478 By reason of the matters pleaded in paragraphs 473 to 477, Mr White contravened s 1041E of
the CA by authorising the issuance and publication of the FY 13 Audit Report.

F.7.2. Deloitte’sk FY14 Contraventions

479 By authorising the inclusion of the FY14 Audit Report in the FY14 Financial Statements and
thereby publishing the FY14 Audit Report, and by making Deloitte's FY14 Express
Representations and Deloitte’s FY14 Implied Representations, Deloitte, on one or more or all

of those occasions, engaged in conduct:

(@) in relation to a financial product or a financial service within the meaning of s 1041H of
the CA; and/or
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480

(b)

(c)

in trade or commerce within the meaning of section 18 of the Australian Consumer Law;

and/or

in trade or commerce and in relation to financial services within the meaning of s 12DA of
the ASIC Act.

Further, or in the alternative, by authorising the inclusion of the FY14 Audit Report in the FY14

Financial Statements and thereby publishing the FY14 Audit Report, and by making Deloitte’s

FY14 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY14 Implied Representations, Deloitte, on one

or more or all of these occasions, made representations:

(a)

in connection with the supply of services, being the services supplied by Deloitte in
performing the FY14 Audit, that those services were of a particular standard or quality,
within the meaning of s 29(1)(b) of the ACL, and/or

in connection with the supply of financial services, being the services supplied by Deloitte
in performing the FY14 Audit, that those services were of a particular standard or quality,
within the meaning of s 12DB(1)(a) of the ASIC Act.

Particulars
The services being supplied by Deloitte were its services as auditor of DSH.

Deloitte’s FY14 Express Representations, being representations that Deloitte had
conducted the FY14 Audit in accordance with, inter alia, applicable Auditing Standards,
were representations regarding the standard or quality of Deloitte’s services as an auditor
in respect of the FY14 Audit engagement.

Deloitte’s FY14 Implied Representations, being representations that Deloitte had
exercised reasonable care and skill in performing the FY14 Audit, were representations
regarding the standard or quality of Deloitte’s services as an auditor in respect ofthe FY14

Audit engagement.

481 Deloitte’s FY14 Express Representations were misleading or deceptive in contravention of
s 1041H of the CA, s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DA of the ASIC Act,
because, for the reasons pleaded at paragraphs 448 to 449 and/or 453 to 454 the FY14 Audit
was not conducted in accordance with the Auditing Standards.

Particulars

Parts F.6.4, F.6.5 and F.6.6 are repeated.
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482

483

484

485

Deloitte’'s FY14 Express Representations were false or misleading, in contravention of
s 29(1)(a) of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DB(1)(b) of the ASIC Act, because, for
the reasons pleaded at paragraphs 448 to 449 and/or 453 to 454, the FY14 Audit was not

conducted in accordance with the Auditing Standards.
Particulars
Parts F.6.4, F.6.5 and F.6.6 are repeated.

Deloitte’'s FY14 Implied Representations were misleading or deceptive in contravention of
s 1041H of the CA, s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DA of the ASIC Act,

because, for the reasons pleaded at paragraph 455:

(@) Deloitte’s FY14 Express Representations were not the product of Deloitte having
conducted its FY14 Audit in accordance with Deloitte’s auditing obligations as pleaded
above at Parts F.2;

(b) Deloitte’s FY14 Express Representations were not the product of Deloitte having
exercised reasonable care and skill in performing the FY14 Audit:

(c) there were no reasonable grounds for making Deloitte’s FY14 Express Representations.
Particulars
Parts F.6.4, F.6.5 and F.6.6 are repeated.

Deloitte’s FY 14 Implied Representation was false or misleading, in contravention of s 29(1)(b)
of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DB(1)(a) of the ASIC Act, because, for the reasons
pleaded at paragraphs 455, the FY14 Audit was not performed with reasonable care and skill.

Particulars
Parts F.6.4, F.6.5 and F.6.6 are repeated.
Mr White authorised the issuance and the publication of the FY14 Audit Report.
Particulars

Mr White’s authorisation is implied from his acceptance of his role as the lead
auditor of the FY14 Audit, and from his signing of the FY14 Audit Report,
addressed to the members of DSH.
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486 By authorising the issuing and publishing of the FY14 Audit Report, Mr White made statements,

or disseminated information, being Deloitte’s FY14 Express Representations and Deloitte’s

FY14 Implied Representations, which:

(@)

(b)

were false in a material particular or materially misleading;
Particulars
Parts F.6.4, F.6.5 and F.6.6 are repeated.

were likely to induce, directly or indirectly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire
shares in DSH,

Particulars

The plaintiffs and Group Members were likely to become aware of Deloitte’s FY14
Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY14 Implied Representations, being statements
made, or information disseminated by, Mr White, in the following way:

(a) by obtaining the FY14 Audit Report through ASIC’s website or by otherwise obtaining
a copy of the FY14 Audit Report from ASIC;

(b) by obtaining the FY14 Audit Report from DSH;
(c) by obtaining the FY14 Financial Statements;

(d) by their financial advisors obtaining the FY14 Audit Report (whether from ASIC or
DSH) or the FY14 Financial Statements;

(e) by stockbrokers obtaining the FY14 Audit Report (whether from ASIC or DSH) or the
FY14 Financial Statements.

Deloitte’s FY14 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY14 Implied Representations
were likely to be, and were, material to the plaintiffs and Group Members, being persons

interested in acquiring shares in DSH, following the initial public offering of DSH shares.

For example, persons interested in acquiring shares in DSH were likely to be induced to
do so by Deloitte’s FY14 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY14 Implied
Representations, which were to the effect that:

(a) the FY14 Financial Statements were the subject of an audit carried out in accordance
with the Auditing Standards;
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(b) Deloitte was of the opinion that the FY14 Financial Statements were prepared in
accordance with the CA, including:

(i) giving a true and fair view of the DSH Group’s financial position as at 29 June 2014
and of its performance for the period ended on that date, and

(i) complying with Australian Accounting Standards and the Corporations
Regulations 2001; and

(c) that opinion was:

() the product of Deloitte having conducted the FY14 Audit in accordance with
Deloitte’s auditing obligations;

(i) the product of Deloitte having exercised reasonable care and skill in performing
the FY14 Audit; and

(iij) based on reasonable grounds.

Further particulars may be provided after evidence.

further, or in the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,

maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH shares on the ASX, follbwing the
initial public offering of DSH shares.

Particulars
The particulars to paragraphs 507 and 508 below are répeated.
Further particulars may be provided following discovery and evidence.
487 Mr White authorised the issuing and publishing of the FY14 Audit Report which contained

representations, namely Deloitte’s FY 14 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY 14 Implied
Representations.

Particulars
The particulars to paragraphs 420, 421 and 485 are repeated.

488 Mr White ought reasonably to have known that those representations were false in a material
particular or materially misleading because:
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(@)
(b)
(©)
(d)
(e)

®

(h)

0]

Mr White was an experienced auditor;

Mr White knew and understood the Auditing Standards;

Mr White read and signed the FY14 Audit Report;

Mr White was the lead audit partner in charge of the FY14 Audit;

as the lead audit partner, Mr White had access to Deloitte’s audit file for the FY14 Audit,
including all of Deloitte’s working papers and all information provided to Deloitte as part
of the FY14 Audit, including the information pleaded at paragraphs 445 and 450 above;

as the lead audit partner, Mr White had a responsibility to supervise those persons
assisting him with the FY 14 Audit;

those persons assisting Mr White with the audit had an obligation to provide him with all
information and take all steps necessary for him to ensure, pursuant to his obligations
under s 307A(2) of the CA, that the audit was conducted in accordance with the Auditing
Standards;

as lead audit partner, Mr White was obliged to ensure that the FY14 Audit was conducted
in accordance with the Auditing Standards under s 307(2) of the CA;

had Mr White discharged his duty to ensure that the FY14 Audit was conducted in’
accordance with the Auditing Standards, he would have ascertained that:

(i)  the Inventory Practices and Effects were as pleaded in Part C.2 in respect of FY14
for the reasons pleaded at paragraph 445;

(i) DSH’s accounting treatment of Switched Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates and
O&A Rebates was as pleaded above at Part C.3 in respect of FY14 for the reasons
pleaded at paragraph 450,

had Mr White discharged his duty to ensure that the FY14 Audit was conducted in
accordance with the Auditing Standards, he would therefore have formed the view that
the FY14 Financial Statementé were not prepared in accordance with the Australian
Accounting Standards; '
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(k)

by reason of the matters pleaded in sub-paragraphs (a)-(j) above, Mr White ought
reasonably to have known that the FY14 Financial Statements were not prepared in
accordance with the Australian Accounting Standards and, therefore, that Deloitte’s FY 14
Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY14 Implied Representations were false in a

material particular or materially misleading.

489 Further or in the alternati\)e, Mr White ought to have known that Deloitte’s FY14 Express
Representations and Deloitte’s FY 14 Implied Representations were false in a material particular

or materially misleading because:

(@
(b)
(c)

(e

(f)

(9)

(h)

Mr White was an experienced auditor;

Mr White knew and understood the Auditing Standards:

Mr White read and signed the FY14 Audit Report;

Mr White was the lead audit partner in charge of the FY14 Audit;

as the lead audit partner, Mr White had access to Deloitte’s audit file for the FY14 Audit,
including all of Deloitte’s working papers and all information provided to Deloitte as part

- of the FY14 Audit, including the information pleaded at paragraphs 445 and 450 above;

as the lead audit partner, Mr White had a responsibility to supervise those persons
assisting him with the FY14 Audit;

those persons assisting Mr White with the audit had an obligation to provide him with all
information and take all steps necessary for him to ensure, pursuant to his obligations
under s 307A(2) of the CA, that the audit was conducted in accordance with the Auditing
Standards: ’

Mr White ought reasonably to have tested and reviewed the audit processes followed by
Deloitte in respect of the FY14 Audit;

by reason of the matters pleaded in sub-paragraphs (a)-(h) and by reason of his role in
relation to the FY14 Audit, and his significant expertise and experience as an auditor, Mr
White ought reasonably to have known of the deficiencies in Deloitte’s conduct of the
FY14 Audit as pleaded at paragraphs 448 to 449 and 453 to 454 above;
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490

F.7.3.

491

492

() by reason of the matters pleaded in sub-paragraph (i) above, Mr White ought reasonably
to have known that the FY14 Audit was not conducted in accordance with the Auditing

Standards and therefore that:

(i) Deloitte's FY14 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY14 Implied
Representations were not the product of Deloitte having conducted the FY14 Audit
in accordance with Deloitte’s auditing obligations as pleaded above at Parts F.2 and
F.3;

(i) those representations were not the product of Deloitte having exercised reasonable
care and skill in performing the FY14 Audit; and

(i) there were not reasonable grounds for making Deloitte’s FY14 Express
Representations and Deloitte’s FY 14 Implied Representations.

By reason of the matters pleaded in paragraphs 485 to 489, Mr White contravened s 1041E of
the CA by authorising the issuance and publication of the FY14 Audit Report.

Deloitte’s FY15 Contraventions

By authorising the inclusion of the FY15 Audit Report in the FY15 Financial Statements and
thereby publishing the FY15 Audit Report, and by making Deloitte’'s FY15 Express
Representations and Deloitte’s FY15 Implied Representations, Deloitte, on one or more or all

of those occasions, engaged in conduct:

(a) in relation to a financial product or a financial service within the meaning of s 1041H of
the CA,; and/or

(b) in trade or commerce within the meaning of section 18 of the Australian Consumer Law;

and/or

(c) in trade or commerce and in relation to financial services within the meaning of s 12DA
of the ASIC Act.

Further, or in the alternative, by authorising the inclusion of the FY15 Audit Report in the FY15
Financial Statements and thereby publishing the FY15 Audit Report, and by making Deloitte’s
FY15 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY15 Implied Representations Deloitte, on one

or more or all of these occasions, made representations:
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(b)

in connection with the supply of services, being the services supplied by Deloitte in
performing the FY15 Audit, that those services were of a particular standard or quality,
within the meaning of s 29(1)(b) of the ACL; and/or

in connection with the supply of financial services, being the services supplied by Deloitte
in performing the FY15 Audit, that those services were of a particular standard or quality,
within the meaning of s 12DB(1)(a) of the ASIC Act.

Particulars
The services being supplied by Deloitte were its services as auditor of DSH.

Deloitte’s FY15 Express Representations, being representations that Deloitte had
conducted the FY15 Audit in accordance with, inter alia, applicable Auditing Standards,
were representations regarding the standard or quality of Deloitte’s services as an auditor

in respect of the FY15 Audit engagement.

Deloitte’s FY15 Implied Representations, being representations that Deloitte had
exercised reasonable care and skill in performing the FY15 Audit, were representations
regarding the standard or quality of Deloitte’s services as an auditor in respect of the FY15

Audit engagement.

493 Deloitte’'s FY15 Express Representations were misleading or deceptive in contravention of s
1041H of the CA, s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DA of the ASIC Act, because,
for the reasons pleaded at paragraphs 459 to 460 and/or 464 to 465, the FY15 Audit was not

conducted in accordance with the Auditing Standards.

494

Particulars

Parts F.6.7, F.6.8 and F.6.9 are repeated.

Deloitte’s FY15 Express Representations were false or misleading in contravention of s 29(1)(b)
of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DB(1)(a) of the ASIC Act, because, for the reasons
pleaded at paragraphs 459 to 460 and/or 464 to 465, the FY15 Audit was not conducted in

accordance with the Auditing Standards.

Particulars

Parts F.6.7, F.6.8 and F.6.9 are repeated.
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495

496

497

4938

Deloitte’s FY15 Implied Representations were misleading or deceptive in contravention of s
1041H of the CA, s 18 of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DA of the ASIC Act, because,
for the reasons pleaded at paragraph 466:

(a) Deloitte’s FY15 Express Representations were not the product of Deloitte having
conducted its FY15 Audit in accordance with Deloitte’'s auditing obligations as pleaded
above at Parts F.2;

(b) Deloitte’s FY15 Express Representations were not the product of Deloitte having
exercised reasonable care and skill in performing the FY15 Audit; and/or

(c) there were no reasonable grounds for making Deloitte’s FY 15 Express Representations.
Particulars
Parts F.6.7, F.6.8 and F.6.9 are repeated.

Deloitte’s FY15 Implied Representation was false or misleading, in contravention of s 29(1)(b)
of the Australian Consumer Law and/or s 12DB(1)(a) of the ASIC Act, because, for the reasons
pleaded at paragraph 466, the FY15 Audit was not performed with reasonable care and skill.

Particulars
Parts F.6.7, F.6.8 and F.6.9 are repeated.
Mr White authorised the issuance and the publication of the FY15 Audit Report.
Particulars

Mr White’s authorisation is implied from his acceptance of his role as the lead
auditor of the FY15 Audit, and from his signing of the FY15 Audit Report,
addressed to the members of DSH.

By authorising the issuing and publishing of the FY15 Audit Report, Mr White made statements,
or disseminated information, being Deloitte’s FY15 Express Representations and Deloitte’s
FY15 Implied Representations, which:

(a) were false in a material particular or materially misleading;
Particulars

Parts F.6.7, F.6.8 and F.6.9 are repeated.
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(b) were likely to induce, directly or indirectly, the plaintiffs and Group Members to acquire

shares in DSH;
Particulars

The plaintiffs and Group Members were likely to become aware of Deloitte’s FY15
Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY15 Implied Representations, being statements
made, or information disseminated by, Mr White, in the following way:

(a) by obtaining the FY15 Audit Repbrt through ASIC’s website or by otherwise obtaining
a copy of the FY15 Audit Report from ASIC;

(b) by obtaining the FY15 Audit Report from DSH;
(c) by obtaining the FY15 Financial Statements;

(d) by their financial advisors obtaining the FY15 Audit Report (whether from ASIC or
DSH) or the FY15 Financial Statements;

(e) by stockbrokers obtaining the FY15 Audit Report (whether from ASIC or DSH) or the

FY15 Financial Statements.

Deloitte’s FY15 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY15 Implied Representations
were likely to be, and were, material to the plaintiffs and Group Members, being persons
interested in acquiring shares in DSH, following the initial public offering of DSH shares.

For example, persons interested in acquiring shares in DSH were likely to be induced to
do so by Deloitte’s FY15 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY15 Implied

Representations, which were to the effect that:

(a) the FY15 Financial Statements were the subject of an audit carried out in accordance
with the Auditing Standards;

(b) Deloitte was of the opinion that the FY15 Financial Statements were prepared in

accordance with the CA, including:

() giving a true and fair view of the DSH Group’s financial position as at 28 June
2015 and of its performance for the period ended on that date, and

(i) complying with Australian Accounting Standards and the Corporations

Regulations 2001; and
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(c) that opinion was:

() the product of Deloitte having conducted the FY15 Audit in accordance with
Deloitte’s auditing obligations;

(i) the product of Deloitte having exercised reasonable care and skill in performing
the FY15 Audit; and

(i) based on reasonable grounds.
Further particulars may be provided after evidence.

(c) further, or in the alternative to paragraph (b), were likely to have the effect of increasing,
maintaining or stabilising the price for trading in DSH shares on the ASX, following the
initial public offering of DSH shares.

Particulars
The particulars to paragraphs 509 and 511 below are repeated.
Further particulars may be provided following discovery and evidence.

499 Mr White authorised the issuing and publishing of the FY15 Audit Report which contained

representations, namely Deloitte’s FY15 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY15 Implied
Representations.

Particulars
The patrticulars to paragraphs 425, 426 and 497 are repeated.

500 Mr White ought reasonably to have known that those representations were false in a material
particular or materially misleading because:

(a) Mr White was an experienced auditor;
(b) Mr White knew and understood the Auditing Standards;
(c) Mr White read and signed the FY15 Audit Report;

(d) Mr White was the lead audit partner in charge of the FY15 Audit;
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(e) as the lead audit partner, Mr White had access to Deloitte’s audit file for the FY15 Audit,
including all of Deloitte’s working papers and all information provided to Deloitte as part
of the FY15 Audit, including the information pleaded at paragraphs 456 and 461 above;

(fH as the lead audit partner, Mr White had a responsibility to supervise those persons
assisting him with the FY15 Audit;

(o) thosé persons assisting Mr White with the audit had an obligation to provide him with all
information and take all steps necessary for him to ensure, pursuant to his obligations
under s 307A(2) of the CA, that the audit was conducted in accordance with the Auditing
Standards;

(h) aslead audit partner, Mr White was obliged to ensure that the FY15 Audit was conducted
in accordance with the Auditing Standards under s 307(2) of the CA;

(i) had Mr White discharged his duty to ensure that the FY15 Audit was conducted in
accordance with the Au‘diting Standards, he would have ascertained that:

(i)  the Inventory Practices and Effects were as pleaded in Part C.2 in respect of FY15

for the reasons pleaded at paragraph 456;

(i) DSH's accounting treatment of Switched Invoice Rebates, Volume Rebates and
O&A Rebates was as pleaded above at Part C.3 in respect of FY15 for the reasons

pleaded at paragraph 461,

() had Mr White discharged his duty to ensure that the FY15 Audit was conducted in
accordance with the Auditing Standards, he would therefore have formed the view that
the FY15 Financial Statements were not prepared in accordance with the Australian

Accounting Standards;

(k) by reason of the matters pleaded in sub-paragraphs (a)-(j) above, Mr White ought
reasonably to have known that the FY15 Financial Statements were not prepared in
accordance with the Australian Accounting Standards and, therefore, that Deloitte’s FY15
Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY15 Implied Representations were false in a

material particular or materially misleading.
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501 Further or in the alternative, Mr White ought to have known that Deloitte’s FY15 Express

Representations and Deloitte’s FY 15 Implied Representations were false in a material particular

or materially misleading because:

(@)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

Y

(h)

)

Mr White was an experienced auditor;

Mr White knew and understood the Auditing Standards;

Mr White read and signed the FY15 Audif Report;

Mr White was the lead audit partner in charge of the FY15 Audit;

as the lead audit partner, Mr White had access to Deloitte’s audit file for the FY15 Audit,
including all of Deloitte’s working papers and all information provided to Deloitte as part
of the FY15 Audit, including the information pleaded at paragraphs 456 and 461 above;

as the lead audit partner, Mr White had a responsibility to supervise those persons
assisting him with the FY15 Audit;

those persons assisting Mr White with the audit had an obligation to provide him with all
information and take all steps necessary for him to ensure, pursuant to his obligations
under s 307A(2) of the CA, that the audit was conducted in accordance with the Auditing
Standards;

Mr White ought reasonably to have tested and reviewed the audit processes followed by
Deloitte in respect of the FY15 Audit;

by reason of the matters pleaded in sub-paragraphs (a)-(h) above and his role in relation

to the FY15 Audit, and his significant expertise and experience as an auditor, Mr White
ought reasonably to have known of the deficiencies in Deloitte’s conduct of the FY15
Audit as pleaded at paragraphs 459 to 460 and 464 to 465 above;

by reason of the matters pleaded in sub-paragraph (i) above, Mr White ought reasonably
to have known that the FY15 Audit was not conducted in accordance with the Auditing
Standards and therefore that:

() Deloitte's FY15 Express Representations and Deloitte’s FY15 Implied
Representations were not the product of Deloitte having conducted the FY15 Audit
in accordance with Deloitte’s auditing obligations as pleaded above at Parts F.2 and
F.3;
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(i)  those representations were not the product of Deloitte having exercised reasonable
care and skill in performing the FY15 Audit; and

(i) there were not reasonable grounds for making Deloitte’s FY15 Express
Representations and Deloitte’s FY 15 Implied Representations.

502 By reason of the matters pleaded in paragraphs 497 to 501, Mr White contravened s 1041E of
the CA by authorising the issuance and publication of the-FY15 Audit Report.

F.8. CAUSATION, LOSS AND DAMAGE
F.8.1. FY13 Causation

503 But for Deloitte’s conduct pleaded in Parts F.6.1 and F.6.2 (Deloitte’s FY13 Audit conduct) and
the contraventions pleaded in Part F.7.1 (Deloitte’s and Mr White’s contraventions in respect of
the FY13 Audit), Deloitte would have communicated to DSSH's management and those

charged with governance the fact that:
(@)  DSSH's inventory provisioning was as pleaded above in Part C.2 in respect of FY13; and

(b)  DSSH's writing back of the Warranty Sign On Liability in FY13 was as pleaded above in
Part C.4 in respect of FY13.

Particulars

ASA 450 paragraph 8 required Deloitte to communicate the matters pleaded in Parts C.2
and C.4 in respect of FY13 to the appropriate level of management of DSSH on a timely
basis, because each of those matters gave rise to material misstatements in the FY13
Financial Statements for the reasons pleaded in Parts C.2 and C.4 in respect of FY13
respectively. Deloitte was further required to request management to correct the material
misstatements arising out of the matters pleaded in Parts C.2 and C.4 in respect of FY13.
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504 Had Deloitte communicated the matters pleaded in paragraph 503 to DSSH’s management and

those charged with governance, then either:

(@) the FY13 Financial Statements would have been corrected so as to reflect the financial

position and performance of DSSH as at 30 June 2013, unaffected by the matters pleaded

in Parts C.2 and C.4 in FY13, and, consequentially, the financial results for 1Q14 would

have been corrected to reflect the financial position and performance of DSH as at 29
September 2013, unaffected by the matters pleaded in Part C.2 and C.4 in 1Q14, in which

case:

(i)

(ii)

the FY 13 pro forma and statutory financials would have been corrected by reference

by the matters pleaded in Parts C.2 and C.4 in FY13_{the Corrected FY13 Pro

Forma angd Statutory Financiais),

the 1Q14 pro forma financials would have been corrected by reference to the
financial position and performance of DSH as at 29 September 2013, unaffected by
the matters pleaded in Part C.2 and C.4 in 1Q14 (ihe Corrected 1Q114 Pro Forma

Financials),

anv forecasts prepared in respect of FY 14 would have been nrepared Using the

(iif)
(iv)

(V)

(vi)

The

gross margin that was adopted in the Corrected 1Q14 Pro Forma Financiais, and

would have been sel at o lower value than were in fact provided in the Prospecius:

the Prospectus would not have been issued;
DSH would not have made the offer to subscribe for shares to the public;

the DSH IPO would not have proceeded and DSH would not have been listed or
quoted on the ASX; and

in the premises the plaintiffs and the Group Members would not have acquired
interests in DSH Shares; or

Particulars

Corracted 1G4 Pro Forma Financlials would have been prepared having regard [0

the corrected tregtment of the warranty sign on liability and the corrected treatment of

inveriory orovisioning used o prepare the Corrected FY13 Pro Forma and Statulory

Enancials, This would have resufted in an adiusted gross margin appearing in the 1974
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Fro Forma Financials, and the same aross maram being used 1o prepare the forecasis.,

with the effect that any forecasts prepared in respect of EY 14 would have heon sef at o

fowsr vajue than were in fact provided in ihe Frospeclus.

Further particulars may be provided after the completion of evidence.

(b) the FY13 Financial Statements would not have been corrected so as to reflect financial
position and performance of DSH as at 30 June 2013, unaffected by the matters pleaded
in Parts C.2 and C.4 in FY13, in which case:

() Deloitte would have issued a qualified audit opinion in the FY13 Audit Report;
(i)  the Prospectus wbuld not have been issued;
‘ (iii)  DSH would not have made the offer to subscribe for shares to the public;

(iv) Fhe-the DSH IPO would not have proceeded and DSH would not have been listed
or quoted on the ASX; and

(v) in the premises the plaintiffs and the Group Members would not have acquired
interests in DSH Shares.

Particulars

If management failed to correct th'e material misstatements raised by Deloitte, Deloitte
would have been required to communicate the uncorrected misstatements and the effect
that they, individually or in aggregate, may have had on Deloitte’s audit opinion to those
charged with governance: ASA 450 paragraph 12. See also ASA 705 paragraph 28.

If management and those charged with governance failed to correct one, a combination
of, or all of the misstatements arising from the Inventory Practices and Effects and the
Warranty Sign On Liability in the FY13 Financial Statements, Deloitte would have issued
a qualified audit opinion, in accordance with ASA 705 paragraph 7(a), given that each of
the Inventory Practices and Effects and the Warranty Sign On Liability individually
resulted in material misstatements in the FY13 Financial Statements for the reasons
pleaded above in Parts C.2 and C.4 in respect of FY13 respectively.

The FY13 Audit Report would, in those circumstances, have included a section entitled
“Basis for Qualified Opinion”, which would set out a description and quantification of the
financial effects of the misstatement(s), unless impracticable. If it were not practicable to
quantify the financial effects of the misstatement(s), Deloitte would so state in the “Basis
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for Qualified Opinion” section (ASA 705 paragraph 17). Further, in those circumstances,
the Opinion Paragraph would include the matters set out in paragraph 23 of ASA 705.

The description and quantification of the financial effects of the misstatement(s)
appearing in the “Basis for Qualified Opinion” section of the FY13 Audit Report would
depénd upon whether management and those charged with governance corrected
misstatements arising from one, some or all of the Inventory Practices and Effects and
the Warranty Sign On Liability, following Deloitte’s communication of the misstatements

in relation to these matters to management and those charged with governance.

DSH would not have been listed in circumstances where Deloitte issued a modified audit
opinion: see ASX Listing Rules: r 1.1, condition 9 (requiring an entity to satisfy either the
profit test in r 1.2 or the assets test in r 1.3 in order to be admitted to the official list as
an ASX Listing); r 1.2.3 (requiring an entity to provide an audit report that does not
contain a modified opinion in order to satisfy the profit test); r 1.3.5 (requiring the
provision of an audit report that does n-ot contain a modified opinion in order to satisfy

the assets test, unless the ASX agrees otherwise).

Further, if Deloitte had issued a modified audit opinion,' the market would have been
alerted to the shortcomings in the FY13 Financial Statements pleaded above at Parts
C.2 and C.4 in respect of FY13 as these matters would have been set out in the “Basis
for Qualified Opinion” section of the FY13 Audit Report, and DSH would not have been
listed: Report of Rowan Johnston dated 30 October 2018.

Further particulars may be provided after the completion of evidence.

505 In the alternative to the scenarios pleaded in paragraph 504, had the shares in DSH been listed

and quoted following Deloitte communicating the matters pleaded in paragraph 503 to DSSH's

management and those charged with governance::

(a)

(b)

either the FY13 Financial Statements and 1Q14 financial results would have been
corrected by DSSH (as pleaded above in paragraph 504(a)), or Deloitte would have issued
a qualified audit opinion (as pleaded in paragraph 504(b)); and

the shares acquired on the DSH IPO to-would have been acquired at:
(i) the shares’ true value, or

(i) the market price that would have prevailed but for the contraventions of the CA, the

ASIC Act and the Australian Consumer Law (or any one or a combination of them)
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pleaded above in Part F.7.1 (Deloitte’s and Mr White’s contraventions in respect of
the FY13 Audit),

being a price substantially less than the price at which DSH shares were acquired on the
DSH IPO; and

(c) from the moment of quotation, the market price of the DSH Shares traded on the ASX

would have been:
(i) the shares’ true value, or

(i) the market price that would have prevailed but for the contraventions of the CA, the
ASIC Act and the Australian Consumer Law (or any one or a combination of them)
pleaded above in Part F.7.1 (Deloitte’s and Mr White’s contraventions in respect of
the FY13 Audit), |

being a price substantially less than the market price of the DSH Shares traded on the

ASX from the moment of quotation.
Particulars

Had Deloitte and Mr White not committed the pleaded contraventions in respect of the
FY13 Audit, the market would have been alerted to the shortcomings in the FY13
Financial Statements pleaded above at Parts C.2 and C.4, whether because the FY13
Financial Statements and 1Q14 financial results were corrected by DSSH (as pleaded
above in paragraph 504(a)), or because Deloitte issued a qualified audit opinion which

disclosed those shortcomings (as pleaded in paragraph 504(b)).

In either circumstance, had DSH been listed, its shares would have been acquired at,
and from the moment of quotation would have traded at, either the shares’ true value or
the market price that would have prevailed but for Deloitte’s contraventions in respect of
the FY13 Audit, as pleaded in Part F.7.1.

Further particulars may be provided after the completion of evidence.
F.8.2. FY14 Causation

506 Further or in the alternative, but for Deloitte’s conduct pleaded in Parts F.6.4 and F.6.5
(Deloitte’s FY14 Audit conduct), and the contraventions pleaded in Part F.7.2 (Deloitte’s and Mr
White’s contraventions in respect of the FY14 Audit), Deloitte would have communicated to

DSH’s management and those charged with governance the fact that:
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(a)

(b)

DSH's Inventory Practices and Effects were as pleaded above in Part C.2 in respect of
FY14; and

DSH's rebate accounting practices were as pleaded above in Part C.3 in respect of FY14.
Particulars

ASA 450 paragraph 8 required Deloitte to communicate the matters pleadéd in Parts C.2
and C.3 in respect of FY14 to the appropriate level of DSH management on a timely
basis, because each of those matters gave rise to material misstatements in the FY14
Einancial Statements for the reasons pleaded in Parts C.2 and C.3 in respect of FY14
respectively. Deloitte was further required to request management to correct the material
misstatements arising out of the matters pleaded in Parts C.2 and C.3in respect of FY14.

507 Had Deloitte communicated the matters pleaded in paragraph 506 to DSH's management and

those charged with governance, then either:

(a)

(b)

the FY14 Financial Statements would have been corrected so as to reflect the financial
position and performance of DSH as at 29 June 2014, unaffected by the matters pleaded
in Parts C.2 and C.3 in FY14, in which case the market price of the DSH Shares traded
on the ASX from on or around 18 August 2014 (being the date of publication of the FY14
Audit Report in the FY14 Financial Statements) would have reflected:

(i) the shares’ true value; or

(i) the market price that would have prevailed but for Deloitte’s contraventions of the
CA, the ASIC Act and the Australian Consumer Law (or any one or a combination
of them) pleaded above in Part F.7.2 (Deloitte’s and Mr White's contraventibns in
respect of the FY14 Audit); or

the FY14 Financial Statements would not have been corrected so as to -reflect the financial
position and performance of DSH as at 29 June 2014, unaffected by the matters pleaded
in Parts C.2 and C.3 in FY14, in which case Deloitte would have issued a qualified audit
opinion in the FY 14 Audit Report, alerting the market to the material misstatements in the
FY14 Financial Statements pleaded above at Parts C.2 and C.3 in respect of FY14, in
which case the market price of the DSH Shares traded on the ASX from on or around 18
August 2014 (being the date of publication of the FY14 Audit Report in the FY 14 Financial

Statements) would have reflected:

(i) the shares’ true value; or
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(i) the market price that would have prevailed but for Deloitte’s contraventions of the
CA, the ASIC Act and the Australian Consumer Law (or any one or a combination
of them) pleaded above in Part F.7.2 (Deloitte’s and Mr White’s contraventions in
respect of the FY14 Audit). '

Particulars

If management failed to correct the material misstatements raised by Deloitte, Deloitte
would have been requiréd to communicate the uncorrected misstatements and the effect
that they, individually or in aggregate, may have had on Deloitte’s audit opinion fto those
charged with governance: ASA 450 paragraph 12. See also ASA 705 paragraph 28.

If management and those charged with governance failed to correct either or both of the
misstatements arising from the Inventory Practices and Effects and the rebate
accounting practices in the FY14 Financial Statements, Deloitte would have issued a
qualified audit opinion, in accordance with ASA 705 paragraph 7(a), given that each of
the Inventory Practices and Effects and the rebate accounting practices individually
resulted in material misstatements in the FY14 Financial S<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>